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Abstract 
Collegiality is at the heart of the academy’s collective endeavour. It is central to how we think about 
academic governance structures, academic cultures and values, as well as the norms guiding academic 
work. Yet collegiality tends to be misconstrued as a singular and unproblematic ‘good thing’. Situated in 
the field of critical university studies, in this thesis, I engage with poststructural and postfoundational 
theories to generate new readings of collegiality that challenge these simplistic conceptions. Through an 
ongoing iterative process of assembling theoretical concepts and putting them in conversation with 
collegiality as an empirical phenomenon, I examine collegiality as both a discursive category and a practice. 
 
To do this, I draw on a range of texts: academic and online texts, as well as interviews with academics 
situated in Australian and New Zealand/Aotearoa universities. I read collegiality, first, as a fantasy; second, 
as a tactically polyvalent element of discourse; third, as a constellation of practices; and finally, as affective 
attunement to academic contexts. These theoretical angles enable me to shed a different light on the role 
collegiality plays in academic work, and to examine a range of mechanisms through which the collective 
imaginary of collegiality is constructed, maintained, contested and negotiated. Taken together, these 
interpretations allow me to reinscribe collegiality as a relationally and dynamically constituted 
phenomenon that is enacted by a multiplicity of players in academic contexts. 
 
Through these new readings of collegiality, this thesis makes three main contributions to the higher 
education literature. First, it invites us to reflect on the effects that collegiality produces in academic 
contexts and to shift our analytical gaze away from viewing collegiality as a universalising concept. Second, 
this study offers a reconfigured picture of academic relations creating a more expansive view of collegiality 
and its role in academic work. Finally, by noticing and affirming fragmented and marginal collegial 
practices that are attentive to difference, this thesis opens up the possibility for new responses to 
challenges facing the contemporary academy. Through these types of practices, I contend that the (good) 
academy could be forged as a pluralistic, open and more socially just formation.  
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Chapter 1: Encounters with Collegiality 
Vignette – a conference panel 
I join the audience congregated at the front of the room for a panel entitled University Futures 
Under Threat. It has been a busy day at the conference, with multiple parallel streams exploring 
dimensions of academic work: questioning the familiar university structures, searching for spaces 
for ‘timeless time’, looking for inspiration and hope, or at least some form of politics in the 
neoliberal academy. This panel draws people from across academic generations – from research 
students to retired academics – to discuss intergenerational politics for forging a more just 
university sector. As the panellists busily rearrange the chairs and settle for the session, I wonder 
what kind of politics is possible in contemporary universities. I look around the conference room 
to see (mostly female) academics typing away on their laptops and iPads, probably answering 
emails or catching up on work – the academic clock is ticking even though they’re away from the 
office. 
 
The panellists introduce themselves and begin to paint a familiar picture of anguish – universities 
torn apart by authoritarian management decisions; budget shortfalls cast as ‘crises’ leading to 
endless rounds of restructuring and now completely normalised precarious work conditions, 
particularly for early career academics. A panellist asks, “What can we do, how could we organise 
ourselves politically in these dire circumstances? How can we reclaim universities and regenerate 
them in the image of what they are meant to be?” The first panellist talks about collegiality and 
how academics should draw on it for strength, support and inspiration. Exactly how collegiality is 
supposed to help academics to self-organise politically is unclear. But once the word ‘collegiality’ 
is uttered, the edge of despair is smoothed over. We are in this together; we begin to feel warm, 
at ease and hopeful. The discussion progresses and variations of the collegiality theme play out. 
An idea of micro-resistances is brought up. It gets picked up but is then discarded because in this 
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panel session, we are searching for the ‘big politics’; miniscule collegial practices in their infinite 
diversity do not seem to cut the need to unite around a single idea. 
 
The time is over and we barely get around to discussing the need to commit to some concrete 
actions. The session disperses and we are left to ponder the ways that we’re all in this together, 
on our own. Several women stay in the room after the session, heads down, intensely typing away 
on their keyboards. A number of urgent emails must have come in during the panel, I imagine. 
 
The vignette presents a scene that is familiar to academics working in universities around the globe. We 
gather together – formally and informally – to discuss and object to the wrongs done to us in universities 
every day. We critique metrics-driven performance regimes, ongoing restructures and reconfigurations of 
academic departments, reallocation of resources, and the ever-increasing precarity of academic work. We 
talk about the need for things to change, and dream about the university as an institution that serves the 
public good. Collegiality is invariably brought up as an idea that unites us, and that both symbolises and 
legitimises our collective aspirations. We imagine collegiality as a powerful organising principle, and a 
subversive force in the academy. We expect it might help us counter the individualised conceptions of 
academic work, by highlighting the collective aspects of the academic endeavour. 
 
In this thesis, I look closely and critically at collegiality as a concept informing our understandings of 
academic work. The key research question I consider is: How does collegiality shape our understandings of 
academic work in the contemporary higher education landscape?  
 
In the higher education literature, collegiality is seen as “one of the most basic features of academic 
identity” (Di Leo, 2005a, p. 5) that structures academic practices and the ways academics think about 
themselves and others within the academy. As “a plea for community” (Urgo, 2005, p. 41) in an otherwise 
lonely scholarly endeavour, collegiality embodies a commitment to the collective purpose of the academy. 
Despite university reforms that seem to be dismantling collective notions of academic work, numerous 
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studies assert that collegiality continues to be relevant to academics (Alleman, Allen, & Haviland, 2017; 
Macfarlane, 2016; Spiller, 2010). Indeed, as in the above vignette, collegiality is sometimes seen as an idea 
that could help academics “restore, or rather create, integrity within the academic community” (Rowland, 
2008, p. 353) that is being torn apart by managerial reforms. 
 
The starting point of this thesis is that if we are to continue to draw on collegiality as a key organising 
principle of the academy, we need to understand it better – historically, theoretically and practically. I 
argue that we frequently call upon collegiality rather indiscriminately in our daily academic lives, to explain 
or argue our positions. Collegiality is typically (and uncritically) positioned as a ‘good thing’ that 
encapsulates everything that is good about the academy. Indeed, it features in universities as an academic 
structure, a culture, an ideal, a set of values, norms, practices and as characteristics of an individual. Yet 
there is no clear agreement about what collegiality is. Although it appears in many university missions and 
statements of academic codes of conduct, some scholars note that it “remains a difficult word to use with 
any precision” (Caesar, 2005, p. 8). It is “presumed to be understood, foundational, already in place” 
(Caesar, 2005, p. 7). Indeed, Cirillo (2005) observes that in situations where “uncollegiality” (p. 46) is called 
out in public, there is very little question about what is meant by it. It is, or it seems to be, “abundantly 
clear how it [is] intended” (p. 46). So there is a pressing question: how might we explore something that 
seems to be so “abundantly clear” about academic relations? 
 
1.1 Setting the scene 
My interest in the idea of collegiality initially stemmed from my experiences of academic development 
work. Collegiality as an aspect of academic practice came to my attention as one possible mechanism for 
disseminating learning and teaching initiatives across the institution. By tapping into pre-existing academic 
relations, I thought, institutional enhancement initiatives could be facilitated more effectively. 
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Informed by a broad reading of higher education research, my interest in collegiality began to gradually 
shift away from the pragmatic focus on its functional utility towards a curiosity about its resilience in 
contemporary academic contexts. I started to develop an understanding of the university as a historical 
institution with unique cultures, structures and practices. I also began questioning the reasons why things 
changed or stayed the same in universities, and the role collegiality played in mediating these processes. 
As I continued my research, I witnessed numerous occasions similar to the vignette at the beginning of this 
chapter. I learnt to prick up my ears and listen closely to conversations in daily academic contexts – how 
long before someone mentions collegiality as the solution to all our problems in universities? Indeed, 
collegiality seemed to be frequently summoned to give meaning to contemporary academic struggles, yet 
it was simply talked about in abstract terms, as a ‘good thing’. There was rarely a conversation about what 
collegiality was or how it was enacted. 
 
With my heightened interest in collegiality, I began to notice notions of collegiality wherever I went. 
Naming collegiality as my research interest in academic contexts would invariably elicit a range of 
responses: ‘What are your findings? It doesn’t exist, does it?’ or ‘We should hold on to collegiality no 
matter what!’. Many stories and anecdotes were shared informally, without me having to ask. When I 
presented my work at international conferences, in some cases delegates sat on the floor, due to an 
overwhelming interest in the topic. When I recruited research participants, I received nearly 100% positive 
responses to the initial interview invitations sent. Clearly, collegiality matters to academics. At the same 
time, it became obvious to me that the academics I encountered had wide-ranging assumptions about 
what exactly I was studying, and my reasons for doing so. 
 
Since paying explicit attention to collegiality, I now realise that there might be a multiplicity of collegialities 
that are spoken or written about, as well as practised and felt in academic contexts. However, I’ve also 
noticed that in both informal and scholarly conversations, the idea of collegiality itself tends not to be 
questioned. It is simply assumed that we all seek it. For example, in the higher education literature, 
collegiality is discussed as leading to higher work satisfaction for individuals and positive outcomes for 
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academic departments (Alleman et al., 2017; Bode, 1999; Boice, 1991; Burnes, Wend, & By, 2013; Connell 
& Savage, 2001; Di Leo, 2005a; Johnston, Schimmel, & O’Hara, 2012; Macfarlane, 2016; Su & Baird, 2017). 
A relatively large-scale enquiry into changes to the academic workforce and work conditions in Australian 
universities by Anderson, Johnson, and Saha (2002) also reveals that over 78% of the respondents (n= 
1850) regard collegiality as very important. Similarly, in her small-scale narrative enquiry, Spiller (2010) 
reports that collegiality was evoked, unprompted, by academic leaders “as something they wanted, 
valued, expected or tried to promote” (p. 682) and that there was a pervasive perception among them 
that academics shared a tradition of collegial collaboration. 
 
I started to question the prevalent framing of collegiality as an unproblematically ‘good thing’. As I 
continue to encounter multiple diverging manifestations and interpretations of collegiality in universities, 
my sense that collegiality is not a singular thing has been strengthened. Rather than focusing on collegiality 
as it (apparently unproblematically) stands, I frame this study as an exploration of the complex ways 
collegiality unfolds in contemporary academic contexts. By doing so, I seek to understand how collegiality 
shapes our conceptions of academic work, rather than perpetuating a simplistic idea of collegiality as a 
‘good thing’. 
 
1.2 Collegiality as a phenomenon 
In this study, I examine collegiality as a pervasive aspect of academic life that is multifarious in its meanings 
and practices. This framing of collegiality necessitates particular considerations for the design of the study: 
how might I go about examining collegiality as an object of enquiry that does not have an unambiguous 
definition or clear boundaries? 
 
In her radical conceptualisation of agentic materialism, Barad (2007) introduces the notion of “cuts” (p. 
148) that researchers use to study empirical contexts (even if they are unaware about doing so). These 
“cuts” (p. 148) are performed to “produce determinate boundaries and properties of ‘entities’ within 
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phenomena” (p. 148) that are in other respects “ontologically inseparable” (p. 148). Barad (2007) argues 
that in the process of constructing an object of enquiry, researchers create “what matters and what is 
excluded from mattering” (p. 394). In Barad’s (2007) theorising, the term “matter” (p. 3) is used 
simultaneously to signify both “importance/interest” and “substance” (p. 3). Thus, an act of research 
brings a phenomenon not only to light, but also to life. It follows then that my study is a process of piecing 
together the very notion of collegiality in the process of investigation. 
 
Glynos and Howarth (2007) utilise the term “articulation” (p. 178) to describe a similar process of 
gathering “together […] (latent and manifest) discursive patterns” (p. 194) for the purposes of studying a 
given social phenomenon. Similarly, Latour (2004) talks about approaching a phenomenon of interest as “a 
thing” (p. 233). A “thing” to be studied is not conceived as a clear-cut object but as a “gathering”, an 
“association” or a “mangle of practice” (Latour, 2004, p. 233). In thinking about collegiality as such a 
heterogeneous ‘thing’, a crucial purpose of my research is to connect and gather together the various 
components – elements of discourses, materialities and theoretical perspectives – to instantiate 
collegiality as an object for examination. 
 
Drawing on this framing, I conceive collegiality as a range of loosely associated meanings and enactments 
of academic practice that include expressions of (or yearnings for) a collective purpose in academic work 
and life. By thinking about collegiality as being intertwined with university histories, ideologies, structural 
arrangements, moral purposes, and hopes and fears about the future of the academy, collegiality emerges 
as an interesting, complex and entangled phenomenon for investigation. 
 
1.3 Generative critique 
I can’t help but dream about a kind of criticism that would not try to judge, but bring an oeuvre, a 
book, a sentence, an idea to life; it would light fires, watch the grass grow, listen to the wind, and 
catch the sea-foam in the breeze and scatter it. It would multiply, not judgments, but signs of 
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existence; it would summon them, drag them from their sleep. Perhaps it would invent them 
sometimes – all the better. All the better. Criticism that hands down sentences sends me to sleep; 
I’d like a criticism of scintillating leaps of the imagination. It would not be a sovereign or dressed in 
red. It would bear the lightning of possible storms (Foucault, 1997a, p. 323). 
 
My exploration of collegiality can be situated in the area of critical university studies, an emergent field 
that examines the shifting and changing role of higher education in relation to society, culture and politics 
(Williams, 2012). In broad terms, this study is a critique of contemporary universities and the existing 
understandings of academic relations. Williams (2012) identifies three main themes explored by scholars 
contributing to critical university studies: the critique of the corporatised university, the deleterious effects 
it has on academic labour, and the negative impacts of the rising cost of higher education on students. 
Research in this scholarly field documents changes “besetting higher education” (para 3), and “takes a 
stand against some of those changes, notably those contributing to the ‘unmaking of the public 
university’” (Williams, 2012, para 3). While this study speaks to the above concerns, I depart from 
conceptualising the purpose of critique as diagnosing and opposing the unjust conditions in contemporary 
universities. Following Latour’s (2004) invitation to move away from iconoclastic critique, in this research, I 
seek a more generative conception of critique – the kind that “bear[s] the lightning of possible storms” 
(Foucault, 1997a, p. 323). 
 
By exploring collegiality in this study, I set out to trouble our habits of thought that result in interpretations 
of university structures and practices in terms of binaries, causality, closure and inevitability. The university 
is not a singular ‘thing’ – it is multiple ‘things’ or ‘projects’. As a chimeric institution, the university 
accommodates a multiplicity of (sometimes contradicting) practices, values and understandings. For 
example, universities can be simultaneously understood as both public institutions subsidised by 
governments and private entities functioning under the market logic; while higher education can be 
thought of as public good as well as something that brings private gain for individuals (Bacevic, 2019). In 
constructing my study on the role of collegiality in academic work, I follow Latour’s (2004) invitation to 
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imagine generative critique that is “associated with more, not with less, with multiplication, not 
subtraction” (Latour, 2004, p. 248). Thus the purpose of this critique is not to “debunk but to protect and 
to care” (Latour, 2004, p. 232). I do not seek to discount any perspective on collegiality, but aim to 
construct a critique of collegiality that opens up further thought (Davies, 2010) on the multiple ways of 
enacting academic relations in universities. 
 
In conceptualising generative critique further, I build on Foucault’s (1977) theorisation of critique as “the 
art of not being governed quite so much” (Foucault, 2003, p. 265). Critique is  
 
an act of defiance, as a challenge, as a way of limiting these arts of governing and sizing them up, 
transforming them, of finding a way to escape from them or, in any case, a way to displace them, 
with a basic distrust (Foucault, 2003, p. 265). 
 
For Foucault (2003), by conducting an enquiry that reveals the historical contingencies of social 
arrangements, we are able to discover: 
 
how not to be governed like that, by that, in the name of those principles, with such and such an 
objective in mind and by means of such procedures, not like that, not for that, not by them 
(Foucault, 2003, p. 265). 
 
By questioning the taken-for-granted notions of how things are and commonsense assumptions about 
how they ought to be, we are able to understand the “fundamental illegitimacy” of “government and [the] 
obedience it stipulates” (Foucault, 2003, p. 265). We can also examine “how [this illegitimacy] is associated 
with a domain of possibility and consequently, of reversibility, of possible reversal” (Foucault, 2003, p. 
278). Conceptualised in this way, critique that reveals the configuration of social arrangements as non-
necessary and contingent becomes inherently political, because it holds the potential for transformation. 
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Along with Foucault and Latour, I position generative critique as an approach for revealing fissures and 
openings in the social arrangements of the contemporary academy. Rather than viewing collegiality and 
other existing relational structures in universities as normal and inevitable, I search for alternatives and 
diverse potentialities that open up through new readings of collegiality. By doing so, I move away from the 
critique that casts collegiality in terms of erosion of traditional academic values, melancholia or loss in 
contemporary universities. I also question the explanatory closure resulting from conceptualising 
collegiality as a ‘good thing’. By examining collegiality differently, I seek to reconfigure the familiar picture 
of academic relations, so that new potentialities can be revealed and “multipli[ed]” (Latour, 2004, p. 248). 
This generative and pluralistic conception of critique is inherent to the very framing of the study and the 
research approach I take. 
 
1.4 Aims of the study 
The central question explored in this thesis is: How does collegiality shape our understandings of academic 
work in the contemporary higher education landscape? Through this study, I seek to develop a richer 
understanding of the role collegiality plays in academic work today. As a commitment to generative 
critique, this study departs from the ways that collegiality is conceived in much of the published higher 
education research. 
 
It is a departure in three senses: firstly, I do not attempt to simplify collegiality for the purposes of 
exploration (for examples, see Cipriano & Buller, 2012, 2017; Easterling, 2011). Instead, by pulling together 
the disparate meanings, manifestations and practices of collegiality, I aim to accommodate, legitimise and 
interrogate the multiplicity of meanings and enactments of collegiality. By engaging with it as a 
heterogeneous phenomenon, I attempt to create a more expansive picture of academic relations, rather 
than reproducing the notion of collegiality as a singular ‘good thing’. Secondly, I do not aim to just describe 
or document the (changing) meanings, structures and enactments of collegiality (for examples, see 
Alleman et al., 2017; Bess, 1988). Instead, I work towards making sense of the effects that collegiality 
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produces, by questioning the role collegiality plays in shaping the contemporary academy the way it is. 
Finally, this study is not about exploring whether collegiality is on the wane (see Cannizzo, 2016; 
Churchman & King, 2009; Macfarlane, 2005; Marginson & Considine, 2000; Nixon, 2004; Nixon, Beattie, 
Challis, & Walker, 1998; Rowlands, 2013; Taylor, 2008; Watt, 2005); whether it is real or imagined (see 
Caesar, 2005; Cassidy, 1998; Cirillo, 2005; Ramsden, 1989); or whether we should hold onto it or not (see 
Fullan & Scott, 2009; Hull, 2006; Ramsden, 1989; Rowland, 2008; Spiller, 2010). While these are interesting 
aspects to explore, this study shifts the focus from collegiality itself to theorising the effects it has on 
academic work and subjectivities in universities today. 
 
This thesis, therefore, does not aim to primarily answer practical questions, conceptualise interventions or 
propose concrete recommendations for practice, such as ways of fostering, supporting or preserving 
collegiality in academic contexts. Instead, it sets out to make a theoretical contribution to discussions 
about the nature of academic work, in contexts of higher education transformation more broadly. Through 
an iterative construction of collegiality as a phenomenon, I untether this study from an explanation of 
collegiality as a virtue or an obvious/fixed phenomenon that is causally related to its context. By doing this, 
I aim to challenge the typical, familiar explanations within existing higher education research and raise 
critical questions about the closed, unitary and ideological understandings of academic relations. In 
seeking more generative ways to think about the role collegiality plays in shaping notions of academic 
work, I aim to produce a rich picture of potentialities and alternative positionings available to academics 
which can help us to imagine more hopeful futures for academic lives and labour in contemporary 
universities. 
 
1.5 The structure of the thesis and the contribution it makes 
In the paragraphs below, I outline each chapter and its contribution to the development of the argument 
throughout the thesis. 
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In Chapter 1, I aimed to set the scene and offer a framing of this study as a generative critique designed to 
open up thought, rather than foreclose ways of thinking about collegiality. I conceptualised collegiality as a 
complex phenomenon – a heterogeneous ‘gathering’ of meanings and expressions of commitment to 
academic work as a collective endeavour, rather than as a singular and unproblematic ‘good thing’. 
 
The literature review in Chapter 2 traces the multiple ways collegiality is written about in the higher 
education research literature to examine the “movements of concern” (Lingis, 1994, p. 13, as cited in 
Anderson & Harrison, 2010, p. 9) about collegiality. By doing so, I identify the dominant ways collegiality is 
problematised in the literature and signal how these themes are taken up in subsequent chapters. The 
publication included in this chapter: Collegiality: leading us into fantasy – the paradoxical resilience of 
collegiality in academic leadership draws on Lacanian concepts, to highlight how the typical framings of 
collegiality as a ‘good thing’ gloss over the contingencies in academic relations. The journal article is 
presented in the pre-print format with its own reference list. 
 
The focus in Chapter 3 is on devising a set of theoretical attachments grounded in poststructural / 
postfoundational theories. By engaging with a selection of theoretical perspectives: Foucault’s concept of 
discourses and Butler’s theorising of performativity; Glynos and Howarth’s (2007) logics framework; and 
non-representational theorists’ and Ahmed’s (2014) engagement with the concept of attunement, I 
develop a framework for investigating collegiality as a multifaceted object of enquiry. Rather than seeking 
a unified framing of collegiality, I establish this study as an iterative work, carrying out ‘excursions’ into 
theoretical domains that bring different aspects of collegiality to light. 
 
Having established a theoretical framework for the study, I explain the methodological approaches that 
support the empirical engagement with the phenomenon of collegiality in Chapter 4. The theoretical 
perspectives I work with in this study allow me to position collegiality on a continuum of material-
discursive aspects of academic relations. To maintain the plurality of readings of collegiality, I explore it as 
both an element of discourses and practices. Chapter 4 offers an explanation of the textual sources I use 
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to compose a case about collegiality as a discursive category that I examine in Chapter 5, and an 
introduction to the research participants whose interview accounts about collegial practices I analyse in 
Chapters 6 and 7. 
 
In Chapter 5, I borrow Foucault’s concept of discourses and Butler’s theorising of performativity to 
examine a specific case of a public debate on the use of Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) in 
university education. Rather than viewing collegiality as an unproblematic static ideal, I trace the effects 
collegiality produces as it circulates in discourses about academic work. In particular, I interrogate the role 
that collegiality plays in producing legitimate academic subjectivities, and show how the mechanisms 
through which the existing academic configurations are reproduced also enable new relations and 
subjectivities to emerge. 
 
I turn to enactments of collegial practices in Chapter 6 and utilise Glynos and Howarth’s (2007) logics 
framework to identify eleven types of logics underpinning collegial practices. Through visually mapping the 
logics of collegial practices, I produce a reconfigured picture of academic relations. I then describe these 
logics in detail, by drawing on examples of collegial practices offered by fifteen research participants. 
Through reconfiguring typical understandings of collegiality, I prise away different enactments of collegial 
practices from the single notion of collegiality, and in doing so highlight the contingency of social 
arrangements within the academy. 
 
Chapter 7 extends the analysis offered in Chapter 6, by drawing on the ontological framework offered by 
non-representational theories and Ahmed’s (2014) conceptualisation of attunement to examine four 
specific interview accounts. In the analysis, I explore the affective dimensions of collegial relations and 
furnish details on how the phenomenon of collegiality is “relationally constituted” (Anderson & Harrison, 
2010, p. 16). By conceptualising collegiality as emergent through enactments of academic practice, I 
demonstrate how it is possible to reimagine what collegiality has to offer to a diverse academy of today. 
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Chapter 8 highlights three main contributions to the higher education literature – the new readings of 
collegiality – made by this thesis. Firstly, I show how a focus on the effects that collegiality produces in 
academic contexts enables a shift away from viewing it as a universalising concept. Secondly, I 
demonstrate how a reconfigured picture of academic relations constructed in this study creates a more 
expansive view of collegiality and its role in academic work. Finally, I signal pathways towards enacting 
more hopeful university futures, achieved by noticing and affirming existing marginal collegial practices 
that are attentive to difference. 
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Chapter 2: The Manifold Patterns of Collegiality 
In the previous chapter, I positioned this study as a generative critique seeking to engage with the 
heterogeneous phenomenon of collegiality in ways that open up further thought, rather than provide 
simple answers and explanations. By drawing on Barad’s (2007) theorising, I conceptualise collegiality not 
as a singular unproblematic phenomenon, but as something that I aim to assemble through this study. In 
this chapter, I examine the literature tracing the ‘things that matter’ about collegiality to the academic 
community. By doing so, I am composing ‘the matter’ or the phenomenon of collegiality itself. 
 
My framing of collegiality in this study as a heterogeneous “thing”, a “gathering” (Latour, 2004, p. 233), 
implies that what can be gleaned from the higher education literature about collegiality is not the ‘truth’ 
about it as a phenomenon. Rather, I see the task of reading the scholarly work on collegiality as providing 
the elements for weaving a complex picture of the existing ways of thinking about it. I read this literature 
seeking to examine the many patterns of issues, phenomena and problems associated with collegiality in 
higher education, rather than to produce an integrated and conclusive view on collegiality. 
 
To undertake this work, I am inspired by Foucault’s (1997b) notion of problematisations. Through my 
reading of the higher education literature, I attend to the “movements of concern” (Lingis, 1994, p. 13, as 
cited in Anderson & Harrison, 2010, p. 9)1 in how we think about collegiality. This type of reading is 
different from making sense of and reporting on what is presently known about collegiality. With my eye 
on problematisations through which collegiality “offers itself to be, necessarily, thought” (Foucault, 1985, 
p. 11), I turn my critical attention to aspects of our thinking and writing about collegiality that close off 
                                                             
1  I borrow the phrase “movement of concern” (Lingis, 1994, p. 13, as cited in Anderson & Harrison, 2010, p. 9) from non-
representational theories, but adopt it in a narrower sense in this study. Whereas “movement of concern” in non-
representational theories refers to one of the mechanisms through which social “’worlds’ emerge” (Anderson & Harrison, 
2010, p. 9), in this study I use ‘movements of concern’ specifically to discuss the discursive problematisations of academic 
relations in the higher education literature. 
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possibilities for thinking otherwise. Waters (1989) observes that “the ideological claims made by 
professionals [about collegiality] have tended to take on the status of sociological truth” (p. 966). Indeed, 
one of the aims of this literature review is to bring to light the contingency of some of the apparent ‘truths’ 
about collegiality. 
 
This study predominantly explores collegiality in Anglo-American universities. The literature that I draw 
from mainly focuses on the higher education landscape in the UK, Australia, New Zealand/Aotearoa, and to 
a lesser extent, in the US higher education scene. Although historical explorations of collegiality inevitably 
encompass early European universities, including the universities of Bologna, Paris and later, Humboldt’s 
University of Berlin, the literature that examines the state of modern European universities is not 
considered in a substantial way in this thesis. Similarly, the literature on the academy arising from the 
Global South, a scholarly area of growing interest (for examples, see Connell, 2017; Rosa, 2014; Santos, 
2014) is not included. I acknowledge that historically, collegiality has unfolded quite differently in various 
national and institutional contexts, with the university itself serving different historically and geopolitically 
contingent societal purposes (Burnes, Wend & By, 2013).  
 
These important contextual differences do not form a major part of my thesis for two main reasons. 
Firstly, as this study evolved over time, different aspects of collegiality came into view. I started with an 
observation that in the higher education literature, collegiality tended to be conceptualised as a universal 
idea. Contextual differences and diverse geopolitical enactments of collegiality were typically not 
addressed by the literature I surveyed. By examining ‘movements of concern’ that reproduced collegiality 
as an unproblematic and universalising academic norm, I was interested in exploring the mechanisms that 
perpetuated the conception of collegiality as a universally applicable ‘good thing’. Secondly, conducting 
this study gradually sensitised me to the universalizing effects that university commitment to the 
Enlightenment tradition has had in various national contexts. While I had a preliminary understanding of 
how discourses of collegiality unfolded in contemporary Australian universities, by conducting this study I 
have come to realise how positioned as “conveying the meta-principle that all sorts of local particulars can 
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be abstracted into global universals” (Frank & Meyer, 2007, pp. 28-29) collegiality acts as one such 
principle – a “global universal” (Frank & Meyer, 2007, p. 29). – that is being instantiated and enacted 
through commonsense discourses about academic work.  
 
The literature that I draw from in this study borrows from a range of scholarly areas, although it is 
somewhat dominated by sociological and organisational management framings of higher education, with 
some reference to psychological perspectives where collegiality is conceptualised as a behaviour or 
characteristic of an individual. A thorough sociological study by Bess (1988) laid the foundation for scholars 
exploring collegiality, with many subsequent studies drawing on his proposed categories and definitions, 
particularly in the US higher education contexts. Humanities disciplines offer a distinct, perhaps more 
provocative perspective, with the special 2005 issue of journal symploke: theoretical, cultural, and literary 
scholarship providing a “comprehensive statement on many of the social, political, economic and 
intellectual dimensions of collegiality in contemporary academic culture” (Di Leo, 2005a, p. 5). In his 
editorial statement, Di Leo (2005a) argues that this collection of essays examining the interplay between 
the notions and practices of collegiality and academic freedom “provide[s] convincing evidence that 
collegiality is one of the key metaprofessional issues of our day” (p. 5). A number of publications exploring 
collegiality appear in 2016-2017, alongside the reissued statement on academic collegiality from American 
Association of University Professors Association (AAUP) in 2016, perhaps indicating a renewed interest in 
collegiality in the US. Much of the higher education literature on collegiality from the UK, Australia and 
New Zealand/Aotearoa examines collegiality in the context of university reforms over the last few decades. 
 
With this scope of the study in mind, I ask: how does collegiality “offer[…] itself to be, necessarily, thought” 
(Foucault, 1985, p. 11) to scholars writing about it? 
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2.1 (The unsatisfactory) definitions of collegiality 
I argued earlier that collegiality tends to be thought about as an “abundantly clear” (Cirillo, 2005) notion, 
without a clear and agreed upon definition. Such an amorphous conception of collegiality can be 
problematic, especially if collegiality is conceived in instrumental terms as something that institutions 
should foster or as behaviours that individuals are expected to demonstrate. 
 
To address this, some scholars provide definitions of collegiality. Generally, it is described as the principle 
of academics’ participation in the decision-making processes of the university (Anderson et al., 2002) that 
“also evokes an atmosphere of harmony and intellectual collaboration” (Spiller, 2010, p. 680). Nuances 
emerge in defining the collective goals of the academy. Where the purpose of collegiality is linked to an 
institution such as “getting along and working well together to further the aims and goals of a department 
or university” (Alleman et al., 2017, p. 11), collegial structures and cultures are foregrounded, with 
individual behaviours expected to yield to the commonly agreed norms. In contrast, where collegiality is 
primarily conceived as a mediator of scholarly endeavour through disciplinary communities, for instance, 
“collegiality is that space between the idea and the person, where minds encounter one another” (Urgo, 
2005, p. 36), individual autonomy is emphasised and more attention is paid to individual academics’ 
behaviours and practices. The fluidity in existing definitions of collegiality suggests that collegiality 
entwines the structural, professional and social aspects of an academic role, and that it is associated with 
both institutional and scholarly ends of academic endeavour. These varying definitions support my earlier 
argument that collegiality is best thought of as a “gathering” (Latour, 2004, p. 233) rather than a singular 
and universal ideal. 
 
2.2 The paradoxical resilience of collegiality 
The amorphous nature of the concept of collegiality creates tensions and presents challenges for those 
attempting to engage with the ideal of collegiality in practical academic contexts. Nowhere is this more 
apparent than in scholarly discussions about academic leadership in contemporary higher education 
19 
 
contexts, in which academic leaders are expected to deliver institutional outcomes while simultaneously 
engaging in collegial workplace practices. Seeking to explore the ways that collegiality “offers itself to be, 
necessarily, thought” (Foucault, 1985, p. 11), I suggest academic leadership as a productive site for 
examining how collegiality mediates academic relations and work. 
 
The synthesis of my thinking and reading of the higher education literature on collegiality resulted in a 
publication co-authored with one of my research supervisors, Simon Barrie. It appeared in the 2014 special 
issue of Higher Education Research and Development journal on academic leadership. This article, which I 
include in the following section of this chapter, was published at a relatively early stage of my candidature. 
It reflects a watershed moment in my thinking and a departure from the typical framings of collegiality 
that I had observed in my reading of academic research about collegiality. In this paper, I take a critical 
stance towards the tendency to portray collegiality as a universally ‘good thing’. By giving an overview of 
the multiple ways that collegiality is discussed in the higher education literature, I highlight its 
‘slipperiness’ instead. The paper articulates three main ways that collegiality is written about: one, as a 
governance and decision-making structure; two, as allegiance to disciplinary knowledge communities; and 
three, as a behavioural norm. An argument is made in this paper that these different practices tend to be 
conflated in our thinking about collegiality, due to a reference to collegiality as a singular notion. 
 
The reading of the higher education literature presented in this article complements the literature review 
in the remainder of the chapter. It is the product of a conceptual and analytic process of reading against 
the grain, questioning the taken-for-granted notions of collegiality, to produce an alternative reading of 
relationality in the academy.  To create an opening, “a gap that allows the trace, something other, to insert 
itself in the crack” (Jackson & Mazzei, 2012, p. 28), I work with Lacanian concepts to rethink collegiality 
through a lens of a fantasy. The goal of this approach is to question the tendency to position collegial and 
managerial approaches in universities in a dichotomous relationship, as if they were mutually exclusive, 
“ascendant and relegated” (Kelly, 2013, p.73) concepts or cultures within universities. Inspired by 
deconstructive analytic approaches and their attentiveness to ‘arrested’ meanings and binaries, this 
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exploration searches instead “for the irruption and destabilization of seemingly fixed categories” (Jackson 
& Mazzei, 2012, p. 28). 
 
The paper builds a case for shifting away from conceptualising collegiality as an academic ideal towards 
examining it as a discursive element. This approach set me on a course to pursue a poststructural / 
postfoundational framing for this thesis, as I will explain in Chapter 3. 
 
2.3 Collegiality: leading us into fantasy (published paper) 
Kligyte, G. & Barrie, S. (2014). Collegiality: Leading us into fantasy – the paradoxical resilience of collegiality 
in academic leadership. Higher Education Research and Development, 33(1), 157-169, 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2013.864613 
Giedre Kligyte1*, Simon Barrie2 
1Learning and Teaching Unit, University of New South Wales, Sydney, Australia 
2 Institute for Teaching and Learning, The University of Sydney, Sydney, Australia 
* Corresponding author. Email: g.kligyte@unsw.edu.au 
It has been argued that leadership in higher education differs from leadership in other 
organizational contexts in part because of the culture of collegiality and autonomy 
underpinning academic work. Collegiality, however, is a complex and somewhat 
‘slippery’ idea that features in academic leadership literature in a variety of, sometimes 
contradictory, ways. We argue for the need to unpack and explore the notion of 
collegiality to understand what makes it such an enduring idea in academic leadership. 
We start by examining the multiple meanings of collegiality circulating in scholarly 
writing on leadership to reveal the complexity and tensions it raises for academic 
leaders. We then turn to Lacanian theory and explore collegiality as a subliminal 
fantasy that represents an important interface between ‘leaders’ and those who are 
‘led’, and one which influences our understanding of academic work and leadership. 
From the perspective offered by our Lacanian exploration, we propose that in order to 
traverse the nostalgic fantasy of the collegial past, instead of looking for closure, it 
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might be more useful to put indeterminacy, absence, and lack at the centre of the 
academic leadership project. 
Keywords: collegiality, academic leadership, fantasy 
2.3.1 Introduction 
‘(...) to have a hope of changing an institution with eons of history, you have to tap into 
some aspects of existing cultures’. 
(Fullan & Scott, 2009, p. 69) 
Those assuming leadership roles in today’s unstable university environments (Amaral, Meek 
& Larsen, 2003; Anderson, Johnson & Saha, 2002; Marginson & Considine, 2000) work in 
increasingly unfamiliar territory often with a repertoire of largely historical leadership 
strategies (Scott, 2011; Scott, Coates & Anderson, 2008). Today’s university leaders have to 
respond to external demands with business-like efficiency and accountability, while 
navigating the maze of diverging cultural norms, narratives and work ethos of academic 
environments (Amaral et al., 2003; Bryman, 2007; Dill, 1982; Knight & Trowler, 2000; 
Middlehurst, Goreham & Woodfield, 2009; Scott, 2011; Spiller, 2010).  
Much of the writing in higher education highlights how academic leadership differs 
from other organizational contexts because of the structural complexity, decentralization, and 
the culture of collegiality and autonomy underpinning academic work (Burnes, Wend & By, 
2013; Knight & Trowler, 2000; Middlehurst et al., 2009; Silver, 2003). It is proposed by 
some authors that higher education requires more collaborative and indirect leadership than 
other contexts (Bryman, 2007; Knight & Trowler, 2000; Scott, et al., 2008). Despite the 
recognition of the uniqueness of the academic environment, there is little published research 
exploring academic leadership in terms of some of the key cultural aspects it relies on, works 
within or even operates against. We propose that in order to more fully understand the 
challenges facing academic leadership it is important to explore the key features of the 
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academic cultures in which it is situated. We share Barnett’s (1990, p. 97) view of academic 
culture as ‘a shared set of meanings, beliefs, understandings and ideas; in short, a taken-for-
granted way of life, in which there is a reasonably clear difference between those on the 
inside and those on the outside of the community’. Since any academic context incorporates 
heterogeneity and decentralization at the core (Silver, 2003), we see that it is more 
appropriate to talk about academic cultures in plural form. 
One of the key aspects of the academic cultures that leadership works alongside is 
collegiality (Burnes, et al., 2013; Knight & Trowler, 2000; Spiller, 2010; Tapper & 
Palfreyman, 2010). Collegiality, in many ways, represents the interface and connection 
between ‘leaders’ and those who are led. It features in the higher education and academic 
leadership literature in a variety of, sometimes contradictory, ways. For instance, collegiality 
is cited as a component of effective leadership (Bryman, 2008; Knight & Trowler, 2000; 
Scott, et al., 2008,); an element of academic ethos that leaders can leverage (Bode, 1999; 
Boice, 1992; Macfarlane, 2007); a vital if outmoded university governance and decision-
making structure (Marginson & Considine, 2000; Tapper & Palfreyman, 2010); a problem to 
be overcome by good leadership (Burnes, et al., 2013; Fullan & Scott, 2009; Ramsden 1989); 
a defense against managerialist leadership gone astray (Rowland, 2008; Nixon, 2004) and so 
on. Despite these contradictions, the majority of these authors agree that collegiality is at the 
very heart of a university – as Tapper and Palfreyman (2010, p. 17) put it, ‘it is the 
embodiment of the idea of collegiality that distinguishes a university from an institution of 
higher education as simply a managed machine for teaching at the tertiary level.’ This view is 
supported by several studies that identified collegiality as an extraordinarily resilient idea in 
the academic psyche despite sweeping changes to university practices (see Anderson et al., 
2002; Archer, 2008; Macfarlane & Cheng, 2008; Spiller, 2010; Ylijöki, 2005). 
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We argue for the need to unpack and explore the significance of collegiality for the 
academic community, and, in particular, to understand what makes collegiality such an 
enduring and appealing feature in conceptualizing leadership and leadership practices in 
higher education. We start by examining the multiple meanings of collegiality circulating in 
higher education and academic leadership literature to reveal the complexity of ways that 
collegiality is being talked about, and the tensions it raises for academic leaders in practical 
terms. We then turn to Lacanian theory and use the perspective it offers on the role of the 
subconscious in academics’ responses to changes in higher education. We problematise the 
tendency to reify the notion of collegiality, revealing the limitations of conceiving it in 
simplistic terms as an opposition to management and managerialism (see Amaral, et al., 
2003; Anderson, et al., 2002; Spiller, 2010), and instead propose that viewing the powerful, 
but largely tacit collegiality idea as a subliminal fantasy influencing our understanding of 
academic work, might illuminate the ways we tend to conceptualise leadership in higher 
education. 
 
2.3.2 The ‘idea’ of collegiality 
While it could be argued that the idea of collegiality historically emerged from the collegiate 
universities in the UK with a defining structural characteristic of federal governance and 
largely autonomous colleges (Tapper & Palfreyman, 2010), collegiality as an idea has a much 
wider reach in a diversity of international higher education contexts today (Amaral, et al., 
2003; Burnes, et al., 2013). 
 
Collegiality – a governance and decision-making structure 
There is a significant body of scholarly writing on collegiality, which focuses on the ways it 
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is embedded within university governance and decision-making structures. Historical 
analyses of changes to the higher education sector in recent years typically draw a picture of 
a gradual decline of collegial governance practices with the rise of more managerial 
approaches (Burnes, et al., 2013; Macfarlane, 2005; Marginson & Considine, 2000; Tapper & 
Palfreyman 2010). However, the remnants of collegial structures, such as governance through 
Academic Boards and Senates, federal funding of departments, consensual decision-making 
through committees, and other collegial leadership mechanisms persist and continue to 
influence academic cultures (Marginson & Considine, 2000). 
Understandings of collegiality in terms of governance could be traced back to the 
seminal work of Max Weber on social structural arrangements, where the principle of 
collegiality is described as serving ‘to divide the powers of a monocratic chief by placing 
limits on these powers’ (as cited in Waters, 1989, p. 951). According to a Weberian analysis 
undertaken by Waters (1989), key components of collegial authority are expertise, equality, 
consensus and specialisation. He defines collegial governance structure as a ‘dominant 
orientation to a consensus achieved between the members of the body of experts who are 
theoretically equal in their levels of expertise but who are specialised by area of expertise’ 
(Waters, 1989, p. 956). This view of collegiality implies certain ethical norms. For instance, 
the work carried out in a collegiate organization is not seen as determined by the contract of 
employment, self-interest, or interests of others, but by ‘a set of vocational commitments to 
suprapersonal norms’ (Waters, 1989, p. 957), and the claim to authority is based almost 
solely on expertise. The collegiate beginnings of universities in Australia exemplify this fact 
– academic work was not regulated by industrial law and academics were not considered to 
be ‘workers’ or ‘employees’ until the Dawkins reforms in the 1980’s (Anderson, et al., 2002). 
Building on the expert status of its members, this ideal type of a collegial organization is 
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fundamentally decentralised. Leadership in this type of organization is collective and 
decisions can only be achieved through expertise and consensus. 
This ‘ideal type’ of a collegiate organization is a theoretical construct, and no 
university represents (or has represented) it in its pure form (Burnes, et al., 2013; Marginson 
& Considine, 2000). There is no defined model or a template determining how collegial 
governance ought to be organized, and historically, it was implemented in a variety of ways 
depending on the time of the establishment of a specific university, and its context (Burnes, et 
al., 2013). Collegial governance seems to have enjoyed its ‘golden age’ prior to the 1960s in 
Australia and the UK, when universities were small, largely inward-focused, and autonomous 
organizations (Burnes, et al., 2013; Marginson & Considine, 2000). However, the spirit of a 
Weberian collegial organization still fuels the imaginations of those working in academia, if 
not in terms of actually participating in decision-making (Macfarlane, 2005), then lamenting 
the loss of this privilege and the autonomy that comes with it (Anderson, et al., 2002). 
From the perspective of leadership, collegial governance raises a number of issues. 
Firstly, power in a collegial organization is dispersed among experts enjoying significant 
autonomy. Secondly, due to the dependence on consensus in decision-making, such an 
organization is inherently conservative and unable to rapidly respond to changes in the 
environment (Burnes, et al., 2013). Even at the turn of the 20th century, Weber made an 
observation that bureaucratic governance was superior and he was doubtful about the future 
of collegiality, due to its inefficiency (Waters, 1989). The reliance on collegial consensus can 
result in the inability to make any decisions at all. In his study on academic leadership, 
Ramsden (1989, p. 24-25) suggests that collegiality together with its ‘first cousins’ 
autonomy, academic freedom and professionalism is often used by academics to ‘block all 
progress’ or as one of the ‘weapons against change’ (Fullan & Scott, 2009, p. 29). As 
collegial governance structure elevates the expert status of an individual academic above that 
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of an employee in any other organization, new conceptions of academic leadership, such as 
shared leadership (Fletcher & Kaufer, 2003), distributed leadership (Bolden, Petrov & 
Gosling, 2009) or interactional leadership (Knight & Trowler, 2000) have been introduced. 
Since collegial governance structure appears to be linked to ethical norms (Waters, 1989), it 
is not surprising that changes to structural arrangements in higher education institutions are 
felt as loss of values in academics’ imaginary. 
Collegiality – allegiance to disciplinary knowledge community 
Collegiality is also discussed in higher education literature as academics’ allegiance to 
disciplinary communities. Collegiality in this sense could be understood as the collaboration 
of mutually respectful equals with the aim of achieving shared disciplinary research goals 
(Tapper & Palfreyman, 2010). However, at a more fundamental level this understanding of 
collegiality has to do with preserving the primacy of knowledge and supporting the continuity 
of ideas as the core purpose of academia. Collegiality in terms of disciplinary knowledge is 
underpinned by the belief that due to the inherent limits of an individual intellect, ideas must 
be shared in order for others to build on them and advance the overall knowledge (Rüegg, 
1986; Shils, 1975). Similar to the notion of ‘communism’ conceptualized by Merton as one 
of the core institutional norms underpinning academic work (1996), the principle of 
disciplinary collegiality mandates that all new knowledge, including its methods, are made 
public, and put under scrutiny through peer review before they become part of the public 
knowledge. In this sense, disciplinary collegiality does not always imply harmonious 
collaboration (Tannen 2002), and might involve tense debates, that are conducted, however, 
with implicit appreciation of how the disagreement contributes and expands the knowledge in 
the field. Rowland (2008, p. 355) describes the imperative for collegial sharing and 
collaboration in terms of ‘intellectual love’, which is ‘a logical implication of the search for 
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knowledge’. 
Collegiality in the disciplinary knowledge dominion can also imply egalitarianism, 
which dictates that knowledge must be considered on its own merit, no matter who it came 
from (Rüegg, 1986). As such, a research student’s and a professor’s work would presumably 
be judged on the robustness of the research and contribution to knowledge, disregarding the 
formal status or institutional affiliation of particular individuals. This formal egalitarianism in 
terms of knowledge establishes an individual academic’s status as a peer and a colleague. 
Additionally, although disciplinary collegiality is focused more on contributing to the 
dispersed knowledge community rather than on aspects of teaching and serving a particular 
institution (Macfarlane 2005), this view of collegiality still mandates new discipline member 
enculturation into the academic community through teaching and mentoring (Macfarlane 
2007; Rowland, 2008; Rüegg, 1986; Shils, 1975). 
Just as literature on governance described the decline of collegiality, disciplinary 
collegiality is also seen as being eroded by managerial practices in universities through the 
shift from self-determined pure research to innovation and knowledge application (Taylor, 
2008; Ylijöki, 2005). In particular, it is proposed by some authors that the culture of auditing 
and measuring research output gives rise to hostility, acquisitiveness and competitiveness in 
academic communities, which is destructive to ‘intellectual love’ (Rowland, 2008). 
Epistemological fragmentation of disciplines and increasing specialisation due to research 
assessment exercises is also seen as contributing to the decline of collegiality within 
disciplinary communities (Macfarlane, 2005). 
The commitment to collegiality with the purpose of advancing knowledge might be 
seen as a core ethical norm in academia going beyond individual or institutional interests, as 
an element of ‘suprapersonal norms’ referred to by Waters (1989, p. 957). A number of 
authors (Knight & Trowler, 2000; Macfarlane, 2005; Malcom & Zukas, 2009;) suggest that 
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belonging to disciplinary communities, also described as academic ‘tribes’ by Becher and 
Trowler (2001), has long been the first point of identity for academics. The allegiance to 
disciplinary communities could explain why collegiality appears to be better preserved at 
departmental level, sometimes resulting in narrow departmentalism at the expense of the 
broader institutional community (Macfarlane, 2005). 
Disciplinary collegiality shifts the focal point of academic endeavour outside of a 
specific higher education organization (Delanty, 2008; Dill, 1982; Malcom & Zukas, 2009; 
Shils, 1975). This presents particular challenges for leadership by weakening academics’ 
allegiance to a particular institution, and curtailing the desire to lead, or be led by anyone, 
within that institution. Marginson and Considine (2000, p. 10) describe deliberate attempts by 
university management to move towards cross-disciplinary centres and schools as ‘flattening 
out the distinctions between different types of knowledges’ to reduce the autonomy and 
power exercised by the disciplinary communities, perceived by university executives as a 
more dangerous power than that of collegial university governance. 
 
Collegiality – a behavioural norm 
Collegiality in higher education literature is also referred to as a behavioural norm, the ‘glue’ 
that holds an academic community together (Macfarlane, 2005; 2007). Macfarlane (2007; 
2005) explores this understanding of collegiality through the related though not identical 
concept of academic citizenship. Collegiality here is understood as the individual’s ability to 
respectfully work with others towards common goals, including social and intellectual 
engagement with colleagues (Bode, 1999; Seigel, 2004; Urgo, 2007), and participation in 
institutional administrative, managerial and mentoring processes (Macfarlane, 2007). This 
view of collegiality focuses on the ‘service’ or ‘administration’ aspects of an academic role, 
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and, in contrast to the disciplinary collegiality outlined earlier, it is mostly concerned with 
local institutional contexts. 
Collegiality as a behavioural norm arises from and, in turn, shapes the culture of the 
organization, which has the potential to ‘profoundly affect atmosphere, morale, 
communications, efficiency, adaptiveness and innovativeness within an institution’ (Handy, 
1976, p. 177 as cited in Land, 2004, p. 164). Collegiality here is seen as an attitude and a 
social process that results in a sense of community and commensality leading to long-term 
loyalty to a particular organization (Tapper & Palfreyman, 2010). If nothing else, collegiality 
and commensality can reduce tensions in an academic workplace and ensure that situations 
that involve diverging opinions and positions can be resolved in good faith (Tapper & 
Palfreyman, 2010). Furthermore, as a dimension of academic culture, collegiality is often 
linked to enhanced opportunities for professional development, where collegiality is seen as 
the main conduit of values and practices enabling enculturation of newcomers into academia 
and specific institutional contexts (Bode, 1999; Boice, 1992; Macfarlane, 2007). Therefore, it 
is argued by some authors, that collegiality should be supported and developed to enhance 
and advance collegial culture further (Bode, 1999; Boice, 1992). 
The role of academic leadership in this context is seen as nurturing and building on 
collegial spirit in local institutional contexts (Scott, et al., 2008), and fostering academics’ 
sense of loyalty to the whole university or broader academia in contrast to narrow 
departmentalism (Macfarlane, 2007). 
 
2.3.3 The paradoxical resilience of collegiality 
Regardless of which particular ‘idea’ of collegiality is evoked, it is a recurring feature of the 
literature of leadership in universities. Yet the notion of collegiality as a Weberian ‘ideal 
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type’ – a fictional abstraction of a harmonious community of disciplinary experts, is difficult 
to work with and build on for academic leaders. For instance, Spiller (2010, p. 688) notes that 
collegiality presents significant conceptual barriers to academic leaders as they try to 
reconcile their personal beliefs about academic work, including ‘collegiality folklore’, with 
the external managerial demands in the current context of higher education. Despite these 
conceptual difficulties, repeated preoccupation with collegiality surfaces in Spiller’s (2010) 
study as one of the most pervasive beliefs by academic leaders about the nature of their work. 
Academics’ fixation on the idea of collegiality is corroborated by several studies highlighting 
collegiality as one of the core values espoused by those working in academia at all levels 
(Anderson, et al., 2002; Macfarlane & Cheng, 2008), from early career academics (Archer, 
2008) to departmental chairs, and in a range of international contexts (Ylijöki, 2005; Amaral, 
et al., 2003). 
Our proposition is that the various meanings of collegiality tend to be conflated in our 
thinking and writing, leading to a disconnect between academic practices and the idealised 
notion of collegiality, which becomes an ‘empty signifier’ – something that stands for 
everything and nothing (Caesar, 2007). We suggest that collegiality cannot be viewed as a 
self-evident and unproblematic fundamental value. On the contrary, collegiality seems to be 
an extraordinarily slippery and elastic concept – an idea in flux, a notion without a fixed 
meaning, which, however, appears to be very powerful in shaping academics’ and academic 
leaders’ beliefs about academic work. 
Why, given such difficulties and limitations, is collegiality such a resilient and 
recurring element of our thinking and writing about leadership in universities? To help 
explore the paradoxical resilience of the idea of collegiality in the context of higher education 
(see Churchman & King, 2009; Rowland, 2008) we turn to psychoanalytic concepts and 
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explore the roles of the subconscious and fantasy in academics’ responses to changes in 
higher education. 
 
2.3.4 Analytical framework 
Our analysis of the role of collegiality as a resilient aspect of academic cultures and academic 
leadership is principally informed by Lacanian theory. Although the initial focus of 
psychoanalysis has been on an individual in a clinical setting, Lacanian philosophy and his 
analyses of enjoyment, fantasy, and desire, have been widely used in political theory to 
explore sociopolitical issues, such as nationalism, ideology, and ethics (Glynos, 2010), and 
more recently to theorise work in organizations (Cederström & Hoedemaekers, 2010). 
Using Lacanian theory we sketch out an interpretive view of academia, highlighting 
the collective aspects of academics’ aspirations gleaned from the literature on collegiality, 
particularly in terms of recent changes in higher education. By using psychoanalytical 
concepts we do not wish to pathologise or stereotype organizations or academics working in 
them, and we do not suggest that the ‘social ills’ in academia can be ‘cured’ through this 
analysis. Instead, we wish to utilise psychoanalytic theory to illuminate aspects of academic 
cultures that might offer unique insights in terms of conceptualising and operationalizing 
academic leadership. 
Lacanian philosophy is underpinned by the belief that the sense of lack and desire is 
intrinsic to the human condition due to the perceived loss of the unmediated ‘real’, which is 
‘taken away’ from individuals through introduction of symbolic language. Any naming of the 
subject or the world around her is inaccurate, alienating and incomplete, and cannot ever 
capture the imagined ‘real’. The individual is left always desiring and lacking. The subject 
attempts to become complete through continuous acts of identification, but the stable identity 
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is never achieved – as soon as one thinks that one has pinned down some meaning, one 
realises that ‘this is not it’ (Stavrakakis 1999). 
Fantasy and the imaginary in Lacanian theory enter the picture when individuals aim 
to bridge this gap between what is desired (the ‘real’) and what is available through the 
language and the discourse. Fantasy is the promise that the ‘real’ (often conceived as a lost 
state of harmony) could be achieved or returned to in some way. The fantasy often includes 
the ‘Other’ – something that prohibits the individual from achieving the pre-symbolic state of 
fullness (Stavrakakis 1999). A key point is that fantasy in Lacan’s view is not limited to its 
every day meaning of something unrealistic (Clarke 2012). It is understood in a much broader 
sense as the foundational way that ‘subjects are gripped by, and derive enjoyment from, 
discourses and practices in ways that lie beyond or outside the latter’s rational or symbolic 
content.’ (Clarke, 2012, p. 7). 
Enjoyment (jouissance) in Lacanian philosophy is linked to the primordial state of the 
real and is conceptualised in terms of loss. As such, it does not equate with pleasure, but 
signifies the impossibility of the ‘real’, which is sometimes experienced as suffering (Glynos, 
2008). Enjoyment is intrinsically linked to transgression: ‘a subject transgresses the ideals it 
espouses because the subject enjoys its self-transgressive activity’ (Glynos, 2008, p. 679). 
Paradoxically, this transgression is what strengthens the grip of the fantasy. 
Dislocation in Lacanian philosophy is the moment of contingency where the gaps in 
the social reality and taken-for-granted rules and practices are made visible, which enables 
new constructions of reality. The sedimentation of reality ‘requires a forgetting of origins, a 
forgetting of the contingent force of dislocation which stands at its foundation; it requires a 
symbolic and fantasmatic reduction’ of the reality (Stavrakakis, 1999, p. 73). Fantasy induces 
‘subjects to ignore, overlook or forget the situated partiality and contingency of a particular 
discourse or practice’ (Clarke, 2012, p. 7). The radical alternative to a fantasmatic view of the 
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world is the view of social reality as constituted by and built on difference and contingency, 
which is necessarily imperfect and does not result in harmony. Essentially, it is the 
understanding that ‘it could be otherwise’. 
 
2.3.5 Understanding the resilience of collegiality 
As outlined earlier, collegiality is often discussed in the higher education literature in terms 
of its absence or demise. Many authors note that the idea of collegiality is tinged with 
nostalgia for the idealized harmonious past, where, it is imagined, academics had the time 
and opportunities to engage in significant research, excite and inspire bright young minds 
through teaching, participate in and contribute to institutional and disciplinary academic 
communities, think, reflect, and, generally, do self-determined meaningful work (Cassidy, 
1998; Taylor, 2008; Ylijöki, 2005). This idealized imaginary is contrasted with the well-
documented confusion, isolation, anger and dismay that many academics feel when 
experiencing competing demands in universities today (Churchman & King, 2009; Smith, 
2010; Taylor, 2008). Several authors argue that the demands extrinsic to the values of the 
academy are imposed on those practicing in universities, and the values and identities 
previously held by academics are systematically taken away by the new managerial regimes 
(Anderson, et al., 2002; Churchman & King, 2009; Rowland, 2008). The fundamental sense 
of loss and disenchantment frequently attributed to the erosion of collegial culture in 
academia is perceived as one of the challenges academic leadership has to address 
(Anderson, et al., 2002). 
In Lacanian terms the nostalgia for the golden age of collegiality could be seen as the 
beatific scenario promising ‘imaginary fullness or wholeness’ (Glynos, 2010, p. 29), which is 
contrasted with the horrific side of the fantasy: a tragedy of managerial practices obliterating 
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academic values. Using Lacanian negative ontology, an academic subject can be 
conceptualised as fundamentally lacking and driven by the desire to return to the ‘real’, the 
state of imagined completeness. In this instance, we propose, the fantasy of fullness is a 
collegial community where the subject is conceived of as a highly regarded expert, a peer, a 
valued member in the institutional decision-making process, a fair-minded scholar working 
on important research and sharing knowledge within disciplinary communities, a friendly and 
supportive colleague loyal to her institution, and so on. The desire for what could be termed 
as a more ‘real’ being and working in academia surfaces in much of writing on academic 
identities, authenticity and values, which is contrasted with pressures to comply and produce 
‘hollowed-out’, performative, and inauthentic constructions of the self (see for instance, 
Archer, 2008; Churchman & King, 2009; Davies & Petersen, 2005; Macfarlane, 2007). The 
nostalgic collegiality ideal is, however, unattainable, as in Lacanian philosophy, ‘the subject 
(as a subject of desire) survives only insofar as its desire remains unsatisfied’ (Glynos, 2010, 
p. 29). An academic subject goes through a chain of identifications with the collegiality ideal, 
which does not bring her closer to the imagined idealised state, as she always realises that 
whatever is now ‘is not it’ – collegial practices in any academic context always pale in 
comparison to the imagined collegiality of the past. 
In this scenario, higher education leaders are established as the ‘Other’ and conceived 
of as the obstacle preventing an academic subject from returning to the desired collegiality 
ideal. In the study by Anderson, et al. (2002), academics repeatedly make ‘scathing, cynical 
and abusive comments’ (p. 53) describing university leadership teams as being from ‘a 
different planet’, ‘lacking empathy’ and ‘building walls around themselves’, with both sides 
feeling ‘contempt for the other’ (p. 51), and with very few academics demonstrating any 
empathy for their leaders. Similarly, Marginson and Considine (2000, p. 2) note that 
academics ‘will side with students, colleagues in other institutions, or with abstract 
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principles, rather than with their own managers’. From a Lacanian perspective, the tendency 
for simplistic interpretation and binary representation of the complex relationships in 
academia allows for a difference to be constructed and a distance from the ‘Other’ (for 
example, leaders, administrators, or students) to be established. Collegiality signifies the 
status of the academic as an expert, a scholar, and stands for everything that renders academic 
work different from any other work, particularly from managerial practices. The conceptual 
dissonance described by Spiller (2010), between the collegiality ideal and the leadership 
realities of managing budgets, workloads and people faced by departmental chairs, highlights 
the fact that many academic leaders see themselves as academics first and foremost, and 
conceive of taking up a leadership position as shifting their allegiance and crossing into ‘the 
dark side’ of management. Similarly, the perception by former colleagues that those who 
move into leadership positions change; ‘turning their backs on core academic values’ (Spiller, 
2010, p. 689), and securing these positions through ‘raw self-interest’ and ‘cunning (…) 
entrepreneurialism rather than knowledge, wisdom and commitment’ (Anderson, et al., 2002, 
p. 52). 
Managerialism in universities, the obstacle preventing the return to the collegiality 
fantasy, is imagined as a mere difficulty that could be overcome, suggesting that the return to 
collegiality ideal, though difficult, is at least a possibility. The imagined possibility of a 
return to the ideal state links to another aspect of the fantasy – enjoyment (jouissance) 
through active transgression of the espoused ideals (Glynos, 2010). The desiring academic 
subject is complicit in maintaining and strengthening the managerial status quo in 
universities, by repeatedly transgressing the collegiality ideal and submitting to the 
competitive, hierarchical and atomizing managerial practices and audit regimes (Davies & 
Petersen, 2005; Glynos & Howarth, 2007; Malcolm & Zukas, 2009). As Glynos and Howarth 
(2007) observe, despite expressed dissatisfaction and disenchantment with the managerialist 
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measures employed by higher education leadership, we have not seen revolts in academia or 
any action attempting to take matters back into academics’ own hands. What we have seen is 
more academics working more busily on more papers published in a hierarchical set of 
journals, ideas guarded more fervently, more secrecy and silos, and less engagement with 
students and institutional processes (Davies & Petersen, 2005; Glynos & Howarth, 2007). By 
identifying with collegial and rejecting managerialist values academics might, as reported in 
some other contexts, be resorting to ‘humour, the mocking of pompous official rituals and 
sneering cynicism’ (Fleming & Spicer, 2003 p.164 cited in Glynos, 2010 p.30). This helps to 
sustain academics’ ‘belief that they are not mere cogs in a company machine, thereby 
allowing them to indulge in the fantasy that they are ‘special’ or ‘unique’ individuals 
(Fleming & Spicer, 2003 p. 164 cited in Glynos, 2010 p. 30). Contu (2008) describes this as 
‘decaf resistance’ and reveals how such ironical and sceptical defiance offers vital support to 
the dominant order by hiding the subjects’ ‘own role in extending the very processes they 
appear to resist against’ (Hoedemaekers, 2008, p. 36 cited in Stavrakakis, 2010, p. 89). 
Despite the resentment and cynicism, academics are extremely efficient subjects; ensuring 
that a university is a generally well-functioning organization. Paradoxically, the 
strengthening grip of the collegiality fantasy also ensures that the power balance in 
universities does not change in real terms. Academics’ allegiance to the unattainable 
collegiality ideal situated in binary opposition to management ultimately disguises the 
contingent character of this relationship and prevents both leaders and academics from 
imagining alternatives. 
A paradox in Lacanian theory is that the commandment to enjoy leads to its opposite 
(Cederström, 2010, p. xvi). This is apparent with collegiality – when it is imposed upon 
academics, it becomes its ‘Other’, and is, again, resisted. This transformation can be observed 
in the debate that took place in the United States (American Association of University 
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Professors (AAUP), 1999) about whether collegiality should be explicitly named, measured 
as a performance, and mandated as an essential academic ethical norm. Attempts by 
university leaders to move towards externally determined, ‘objectively’ measured or 
‘contrived collegiality’ (Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990) were met with considerable resistance 
and critique from the academic community (Ceasar, 2007). It was argued that including a 
formal collegiality criterion in promotion and tenure decisions had the potential to transform 
the scholarly culture of candid debate to one of conformity and homogeneity, and in this way, 
threaten academic freedom (AAUP, 1999; Ceasar, 2007). 
The fantasy of collegiality works by remembering through forgetting. It glosses over 
the inconsistencies in the historical realities of collegial practices, particularly in terms of the 
role afforded to the ‘underclass’ of the academy – women, academics from diverse 
sociocultural backgrounds, and other marginalized groups, excluding the students altogether 
(Cassidy, 1998; Marginson & Considine, 2000). For instance, far from an idealised 
harmonious and inclusive view, it has been suggested by some authors that collegial 
formation underpinned by the idea of high-status equals working towards greater good must 
by definition be exclusive and elitist (Cassidy, 1998; Petro, 1990). As such it could be seen as 
having the potential to concentrate power in small groups of individuals governed by insular 
‘exclusive, nonaccountable and nonobservable’ structures (Waters, 1989, p. 969). Our 
Lacanian analysis reveals how by simplifying the debate to the antagonism between 
collegiality and managerialism, the fantasy of collegiality makes the contingent nature of the 
social and structural arrangements in universities, including the ‘grievances and alternative 
ways of structuring workplace practice’ (Glynos, 2010 p. 33) less visible for leaders and 
academics, and in this way solidifies and reproduces the status quo, which is undesirable for 
either. 
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2.3.6 Working with a fantasy? 
Our Lacanian exploration helps illustrate that collegiality is clearly not a singular and self-
explanatory concept, value or norm, yet it is often discussed in higher education literature as 
an absolute – a value that is unproblematic and necessarily good, and as something that all 
academics should naturally strive towards (see Nixon, 2004; Rowland, 2008). Similarly, 
where collegiality surfaces in academic leadership literature, it is often discussed in a general 
sense as a ‘good thing’, and it is rarely stipulated what is actually meant by collegiality or 
what it might look like in various institutional or disciplinary contexts (see Scott, et al., 
2008). The frustration with complexity, inconsistencies of competing demands, and the 
general chaos in universities today expresses academics desire for clarity and simplicity in 
their work (Silver 2003; Smith, 2010) and collegiality in this unproblematic form offers a 
fantasy of such clarity and simplicity. However, the reality of the turbulent and effervescent 
waters that universities are navigating today means that both academics and academic leaders 
have to deal with complexity, diversity, and, inevitably, tensions, as an inherent part of 
working in a higher education organization. It is not helpful to perpetuate the simplistic 
‘perception that [collegiality] is being sacrificed on the altar of a cold-blooded 
managerialism’ (Spiller, 2010, p. 688). 
In thinking about the way that leadership might work with notions of collegiality, we 
have considered the counterintuitive ways that the fantasy of collegiality might be playing out 
in academics’ resistance to managerial practices. If the disenchantment regarding their work 
experienced by academics is as widespread as is reported in the literature (see Anderson, et 
al., 2003; Ylijöki, 2005), leaders need to give academics time for grieving and reflection, ‘to 
allow academics to reconnect old purposes with new activities and circumstances’ (Taylor, 
2008, p. 35). Leaders also need to create opportunities for academics to reflect on the wider 
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changes in society and help them to move away ‘from their relatively local concerns in order 
to adopt a more holistic perspective’. (Taylor, 2008, p. 35). 
The Lacanian philosophy and the notions of fantasy, lack, desire, enjoyment and 
transgression offer a useful lens to explore academic cultures and leadership. We have shown 
how the tendency to simplify the notion of collegiality might be working against the very 
intentions of academics yearning for more collegial leadership practices and attitudes in 
higher education. We do not advocate a radical act of ‘total social refoundation’ as an 
alternative to ‘decaf resistance’ (Stavrakakis, 2010, p. 90), but perhaps real change could be 
achieved by academics and academic leaders through practicing ‘detached attachment’ – 
‘seeing organizations for what they are, seeing how our fantasy structures our work, and 
recognizing the inevitable distance which we will have from our fantasy of a perfect working 
life.’ (Spicer & Cederström, 2010, p. 163). 
From the perspective offered by our exploration, we propose that to traverse the 
nostalgic fantasy of the collegial past, instead of looking for closure, it might be more useful 
to put indeterminacy, absence and lack at the very centre of the academic leadership project. 
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Since the publication of this paper, my reading and thinking on collegiality have expanded, including 
encounters with other major studies on collegiality (for example, Alleman et al., 2017; Bess, 1988; 
Rowlands, 2013; 2017). In the sections that follow, I offer a broadened view on ‘movements of concern’, 
drawing on a wider range of higher education literature on collegiality. 
 
2.4 Tracing the contours of collegiality 
In the above publication, I discern three ways that collegiality is written about in literature on academic 
leadership: a governance and decision-making structure; allegiance to disciplinary knowledge community; 
and a behavioural norm. While these categories overlap, they are not identical to the ones proposed by 
Bess (1988) in his influential study on collegiality. I overlooked collegiality as a culture, whereas Bess 
(1988) does not include disciplinary collegiality, which transcends institutional boundaries in his framework 
of three interlinked dimensions: collegial culture, structure and behaviours. Acknowledging that collegiality 
is a “mangle of practice” (Latour, 2004, p.233) – a fluid construction without clear boundaries – in the 
following sections, I take an expansive approach to collegiality and draw on the literature to trace the 
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contours of collegiality across all four categories: governance structure, culture, behavioural norm and 
intellectual affinity. 
 
2.4.1 Collegiality as governance structure 
Extending the review of collegiality as a governance and decision-making structure presented in the paper 
above (Kligyte & Barrie, 2014), I draw on three in-depth studies of collegiality by Alleman et al. (2017), Bess 
(1988) and Rowlands (2013; 2017) to provide a more complex picture of the ‘movements of concern’ 
about collegial decision-making in contemporary universities. Alleman et al. (2017), in their comprehensive 
study on collegiality, observe an important distinction between defining collegiality as the action of being 
collegial referring to “prosocial, supportive, and respectful behaviour that promotes collective identity and 
goals” (p. 21), and collegiality as a status denoting a membership and belonging to an academic grouping. 
As implied by its etymology, collegiality is about belonging to a collegium –community, society, guild – 
which involves gathering or even choosing peers together. Indeed, belonging to a collegium includes the 
ability for its members to self-determine the criteria for acceptance into such a grouping. In this way, it 
underpins the authority and legitimacy of collegial forms of organising. 
 
Utilising Weberian analysis, Alleman et al. (2017) define collegium as “a system of membership that 
includes entry criteria, access to rights and privileges (…) grounded in a claim of expertise that implies 
legitimate group oversight, peer review, and governance” (p. 21). Importantly, the privilege of self-
regulation comes with the obligation “to prioritize the advancement of the collective over the advantage 
of the individual” (Alleman et al., 2017, p. 21). Therefore, the university as a collegium functions as a  
 
complex network of assumptions, traditions, protocols, relations, and structures (…) which permit 
the professoriate to control and conduct the academic affairs of the institution, determining, 
among other things, who shall be admitted, who shall teach and research, what shall be taught 
and researched, and what standards shall be set for which rewards (Downey 1996, p. 75, as cited 
in Alleman et al., 2017, p. 21). 
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Extending a similar line of thinking, Bess (1988) proposes that the legitimacy of collegial governance arises 
through the belief in the rationality of the system and trust in colleagues as competent decision-makers. 
This relates to both the legitimacy afforded to university decision-making by external bodies such as 
governments (Waters, 1989) and internally, where devolved decision-making is implemented (Bess, 1988). 
 
As I argue in the paper on academic leadership presented earlier, the most visible and institutionalised 
collegial governance structures are university Senates and Academic Boards, which act as the symbols of 
collegial participation in university governance (Marginson & Considine, 2000). Senates and Academic 
Boards, accompanied by the collegial committee structures, ensure “the possibility of equal participation 
by all of their specialist members” (Waters, 1989, p. 958). In principle, these collegial decision-making 
bodies are trusted to maintain the rights of academics to participate in and influence institutions, although 
in practice, academics might choose not to (or are not able to) exercise these rights. However, it is because 
of academics’ trust in the rationality of the system, and each other, that individuals do not need to be 
personally involved in the minutiae of decision-making (Bess, 1988). Collegial governance ensures that 
academics can influence the decision if they wish to do so (Spiller, 2010). 
 
In his analysis of collegial governance, Waters (1989, p. 955) identifies expertise, equality and consensus as 
key characteristics of collegial authority. Such formal egalitarianism ensures that those with administrative 
power are positioned as “first among equals” (Cirillo, 2005, p. 44), particularly as it is enacted through the 
tenure system. This principle results in a horizontal social structure in universities and allows academics to 
disagree and even refuse to follow decisions or directions without the risk of losing their job. As such, 
collegiality is well-suited as a governance mode for academics, who tend to be resistant to direct 
managerial control (Bess, 1988). Instead of top-down control, decisions and policies in these collegial 
governance bodies are arrived at through rational and open deliberation, where diverse views from 
university constituents are heard and considered. These processes allow academic governance bodies to 
make decisions that accommodate a multiplicity of allegiances, by incorporating a variety of institutional 
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and disciplinary perspectives. “Collegiality legitimises this plurality of different views and priorities and 
ensures that they are taken into account when making decisions” (Burnes et al., 2013, p. 909). In seeking 
outcomes beneficial for the system as a whole, the mode of coordination tends to be “mutual adjustment” 
(Bess, 1988, p. 98) or consensus. Thus, “collegial authority emerges within a context of organic rather than 
mechanical solidarity” (Waters, 1989, p. 956). Further, in cases of conflict, collegial governance offers a 
formal structure for redress due to the transparency of processes (Bess, 1988, p. 98). 
 
With the shift from inward-facing academic issues to external matters such as financial viability and public 
accountability in university dealings, from the 1980s, universities began implementing more managerial 
and public management approaches in their governance structures (Leisyte & Dee, 2012; Rowlands, 2013). 
These include a shift from a positioning of academics as autonomous scholars who determine their work 
themselves, to that of a “managed academic” (Winter, 2009, p. 121) whose labour is circumscribed by 
institutionally defined performance targets and indicators (Cannizzo, 2016; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2010). 
Due to the need for academics to respond to institutional educational and research quality agendas, the 
role of executive managers and external councils in university governance increased. Academic Boards 
became smaller and more representative, rather than fully professorial, although aspects of collegial 
governance such as committee structures were retained (Rowlands, 2013). Rowlands (2013) expresses a 
concern that with these changes, Academic Boards have been hollowed-out – they “risk becoming the 
‘straw man’ by providing intellectual credibility to these externally driven exercises, whilst not controlling 
either their means or outcome” (p. 1286). This sentiment is shared by other scholars such as Leisyte & Dee 
(2012) who warn us that marginalising Academic Boards might lead to the loss of opportunities for 
academics’ voices to be heard in universities. 
 
Taking a different view, some scholars point out that collegial governance can be slow, cumbersome and 
less effective than managerial decision-making (Marginson & Considine, 2000; Rowlands, 2017; Waters, 
1989). Participatory consensus-seeking deliberations take time, and can result in suboptimal resource 
allocation due to the lack of clarity and agreement about the direction of the university: “collegiality does 
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not necessarily mean that decisions are always taken in the best interests of the university as a whole” 
(Burnes et al., 2013, p. 910). So it is perhaps not surprising that university managements seek more 
efficient and strategically streamlined ways of running their business in a pursuit of a competitive 
advantage in the global higher education market, rather than relying on collegial governance to do ‘the 
right thing’ for the university. 
 
By virtue of their expertise and equal status as peers, collegial governance thus emerges as intricately 
linked to academics’ authority and entitlement to self-determination. The predominant ‘movement of 
concern’ in the literature exploring collegial governance structures is the diminished institutional influence 
of such decision-making bodies, which is seen as regrettable. A less prominent thread of scholarly 
conversation raises questions about the exclusionary underpinnings of collegial decision-making 
formations and point out the lack of opportunities for collegial participation offered to those in casual 
academic positions (Alleman & Haviland, 2016). This is an issue that I return to consider more fully in light 
of my empirical engagement with the phenomenon of collegiality in Chapters 6 and 7. 
 
2.4.2 Collegiality as culture 
The idea of a collegial culture in universities is the second broad category explored in the higher education 
literature. Over the last few decades, organisational management literature, in particular, has adopted the 
concept of culture to recognise routine ways of interacting and ‘doing things’ in organisations (Roxå & 
Mårtensson, 2011). Schein (1985) highlights the habitual aspects of these interactions in his definition of 
organisational culture as 
 
the deeper level of basic assumptions and beliefs that are shared by members of an organisation, 
that operate unconsciously, and that define in a basic ‘taken-for-granted’ fashion an 
organisation’s view of itself and its environment (p. 6). 
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Cultures are viewed as being both constructed by the daily interactions of individuals and as structuring 
individuals’ behaviours in turn, through shared norms, habits and symbols (Roxå & Mårtensson, 2011). 
Thought about in this way, the culture of collegiality is seen as guiding individuals’ behaviours and actions 
in universities, rather than prescribing them (Bess, 1988). 
 
Bess (1988) asserts that the culture of collegiality exists collectively in the minds of academics; it does not 
necessarily require a physical manifestation or formal representation in, say, institutional texts such as 
policies or procedures. The culture of collegiality assumes “a tacit shared understanding of what is 
considered to be of value” (Spiller, 2010, p. 682). While it connects to the notion of organisational ‘saga’, 
which relates to stories and memories about past events (Roxå & Mårtensson, 2011), Bess (1988) argues 
that the culture of collegiality transcends institutional boundaries as a “global universal” (Frank & Meyer, 
2007, p. 29), whereby a commitment to collegiality is assumed to be shared by academics, regardless of 
their disciplinary affiliation. Similarly, Spiller (2010) suggests that academic leaders’ collegial management 
approaches tend to stem from their broader convictions about the academy, rather than the specifics of 
managing a particular department. 
 
The culture of collegiality has the potential to “profoundly affect atmosphere, morale, communications, 
efficiency, adaptiveness and innovativeness within an institution” (Handy 1976, p. 177, as cited in Land, 
2004, p. 164). In many ways, the culture of collegiality thus ‘oils’ the institutional machinery by smoothing 
over the unease academics might feel about “incomplete or inadequate opportunities for participation” 
(Bess, 1988, p. 96), and it helps individuals feel more secure and committed to the goals of the institution 
or a profession. Moreover, the culture of collegiality is often linked to enhanced opportunities for 
professional development; it is seen as the main conduit for values and practices that enable the 
enculturation of newcomers into the academy and its specific institutional contexts (Bode, 1999; Boice, 
1991; Macfarlane, 2007). 
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On examination of the ‘movements of concern’ surrounding the culture of collegiality, it becomes 
apparent that in the higher education literature, there is a tendency to explore collegial cultures by 
focusing on positive workplace climates as being conducive to academic work. Some scholars argue that it 
is unrealistic to assume that the meanings implicit in ill-defined and implicit collegial practices are 
understood and accessible to all academics (Spiller, 2010). I extend this line of inquiry further in Chapter 7, 
by exploring how certain relational configurations in practical academic contexts exclude some individuals, 
noting that collegial cultures can also work to prevent some members of the academy from full 
participation. 
 
2.4.3 Collegiality as behavioural norm 
Bess (1988) asserts that the existence of collegial structures is a necessary but insufficient condition for 
collegiality to emerge. He argues that collegial behaviours are entwined with both the culture of 
collegiality and collegial governance structures. Academics’ behaviours, according to Bess (1998), can be 
divided into two categories: first, fulfilling the expectations of an academic role such as teaching, research 
and service to the institution – what could be termed as “normal” (p. 104) behaviour; and second, “the 
modification of those roles to account for collegiality” – the “collegial role behaviour” (Bess, 1988, pp. 104-
105). The former refers to “a set of behaviours, interactions, and sentiments” that are “required”, while 
the latter “emerges” from “organisational conditions” (Bess, 1988, p. 104). Collegiality as a behavioural 
norm is thus understood as an individual’s ability to socially and intellectually engage in work with others 
towards emergent common goals (Bode, 1999; Urgo, 2005). 
 
Further, Bess (1988) argues that rationality and trust must be present in an organisation for collegial 
behaviours to emerge. From these beliefs it is inferred that academic staff can be trusted to do their work 
with minimal supervision, resulting in fundamentally decentralised organisational structures. 
The belief in the effectiveness of the university as a loosely coupled organisation (Weick, 1976) is 
underpinned by the assumption that individual and institutional goals coincide; thus individuals fulfil the 
goals of the system by achieving their own goals. In the same vein, individual goals are assumed to be 
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compatible with those of other academics (Bess, 1988). In what is otherwise a rather atomised and 
fragmented university system, collegiality functions as a mechanism for synchronising the multiplicity of 
individual goals and activities (Alleman et al., 2017; Macfarlane, 2005). 
 
In recognition of these benefits, collegial behaviours are beginning to be prescribed by universities through 
performance management mechanisms (Bloom, 2005; Hull, 2006; Scott; 2011). In line with the more 
managerial positioning of collegiality, Bloom (2005) reflects on the proliferation of advice about using or 
cultivating collegiality for personal gain – in the vein of “seven habits of successful people” (p. 209). 
Jackson (1996), as cited in Bloom (2005), describes “the effortlessly overachieving – and therefore 
unrealizable – colleague” (p. 209) in the following way:  
 
a truly inspiring teacher, 
personable colleague, 
and helpful mentor to junior faculty, 
who actively serves the profession 
and builds the home institution  
while still finding time to write beautifully creative theoretical pieces 
and to conduct flawless research 
that is destined to be relevant,  
now and forever... (p. 209) 
 
The critique of managerial approaches to collegiality through poetic form is undoubtedly amusing. It 
questions the reasonableness of defining collegiality as an individual characteristic of an academic. Yet 
efforts to measure the level of collegiality demonstrated by individuals through statistically verified 
instruments, such as Collegiality Assessment Matrix (CAM) (Johnston et al., 2012), do exist. Collegiality that 
is produced through ‘indicators’, ‘assessment scales’ or ‘ratings’ for the purpose of judging academic 
performance seems not to only be incomplete, it is inaccurate. More troublingly, when it is described 
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through observable behaviours, collegiality loses its mystique and appears to be trivialised, flattened out 
and uninteresting (for examples, see Cipriano & Buller, 2012, 2017; Johnston et al., 2012). 
 
These attempts to develop reliable instruments for measuring collegiality can be linked to the concerns in 
the 1990s in the US about collegiality being implicitly used as a criterion in tenure decision-making. 
Examining cases where such decisions were contested, the legal profession pointed out the need for a 
formally agreed definition of collegiality, to be able to argue for or against the dismissal of academics on 
the basis of un-collegiality (Connell & Savage, 2001). In response, the American Association of University 
Professors (AAUP), a union that defends academics’ rights, released a statement (initially in 1999 but 
updated in 2016) refusing to accept collegiality as a separate performance criterion or a discreet standard 
defining academic work. They argue that collegiality is expressed through an academic’s performance in 
the “traditional triumvirate of teaching, scholarship, and service” (American Association of University 
Professors, 2016, p. 1). In short, this position asserts that collegiality cannot stand alone, separately from 
academic work (Caesar, 2005). The risk of using collegiality “independent of other work-related criteria” 
(p. 65) articulated by Downing (2005) is that  
 
the vagueness of collegiality can bleed off into such less directly work-related criteria as 
personality. Once severed from direct work performance, lack of collegiality can simply be a name 
to hide judgments based on personality differences or the more insidious forms of discrimination 
of women and minorities (p. 65). 
 
Caesar (2005) sums up these tensions well: “Why shouldn’t a ready smile at the departmental coffee pot 
be preferable to a quick excursion into the theoretical frontiers of the discipline. (…) One may as well try to 
rationalize a smile” (p. 14). Independent of the position taken by AAUP, the idea of a “social fit” (Leisyte & 
Dee, 2012, p. 145) as a hiring criterion within academic departments and institutions has become more 
widely accepted. 
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In some cases, collegiality is imagined to be more than mere civility and positive workplace climates. 
Indeed, disagreement and critique form part of the academic ethos and academics are not expected to shy 
away from conflict (Urgo, 2005; Watt, 2005). While acting as a mediator of intellectual life, collegiality is 
not without tensions either. Urgo (2005) contends that in an academic mind “ideas often supersede 
people. In defense of an idea, the professor will injure an ego – not from cruelty but for the sake of 
principle, and for the fact that ideas are the lifeblood of the faculty” (p. 34). Similarly, Fogg (2003), as cited 
in Bloom (2005), argues that productive conflict in academic life should be expected and that collegiality 
“should not be confused with congeniality. ‘Congenial’ means agreeable, sociable, or companionable; 
‘collegial’ refers to productive relationships with colleagues” (p. 207). Indeed, Urgo (2005) is not apologetic 
about academic animosities arising from intellectual disagreements:  
 
forcing someone who may be at the very edge of an intellectual breakthrough – scientific, 
aesthetic, sociological, any – forcing this person to be nice, to “fit” with his or her (at the moment, 
anyway) more pedestrian colleagues, may be worse than an overt silencing, censorship, or 
reactionary dismissal. I know that intellectual breakthroughs can cause anxiety and suffering, are 
often born of such dismay, and even the most beneficent of advances in human history (the 
Enlightenment, for one) are accompanied by uncivil behavior (p. 36). 
 
Urgo (2005), however, concedes the importance of the human side in collegial relations – “collegiality is 
the idea that our colleagues are not ideas” (p. 38). Thus, collegiality is positioned as a mediator between 
people and ideas in disciplinary contexts. 
 
This ‘movement of concern’ highlights that the role collegiality plays in maintaining an intellectual edge 
through academic relations seems to be a rather gender-neutral and status-neutral way to imagine the 
academy. The need for such collegial disagreements in the academy has been contested by Berlant (1998). 
With reference to the very same processes of collegial debates as Urgo (2005), Berlant (1998) sees them 
as potentially leading to “institutional life as a debilitating collective nightmare” (p. 107). Reflecting on the 
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historical tensions arising from placing cultural studies scholars in humanities departments, Berlant (1998) 
asks questions about the viability of intellectual collegiality for new scholars in contexts with pre-existent 
prestige structures associated with an intellectual lineage of ideas. 
 
In the higher education literature where collegiality is conceptualised as a characteristic or behaviour of an 
individual, scholars present a more contentious picture of academic relations. In addition to being seen as 
a universally ‘good thing’, the ‘dark side’ of collegiality is also recognised. Alleman et al. (2017) argue that 
at its worst, collegiality can be enacted as “a bland professional civility with vague implications of 
participatory governance” (p. 7) or “’schmoozing’ and other faux manifestations of a shallow gentility” 
(Watt, 2005, p. 18). Wielded as “a weapon of conformity” (Downing, 2005, p. 57) such expressions of 
collegiality compel academics into passively accepting the institutionally mandated role of a “team player” 
(p. 57). These performances of collegiality fit well with the tepid and apolitical institutional script that “we 
are all one big happy family” (Aneja, 2005, p. 144), exemplifying a breach of academic freedom in the 
name of collegiality that AAUP (2016) has argued against. Further, by elevating notions of collegiality 
through intellectual disagreement, exclusionary forms of collegial participation come into view such as 
those highlighted by Berlant (1998). 
 
2.4.4 Collegiality as intellectual affinity 
The concept of collegiality as allegiance to disciplinary communities is also discussed in detail in our paper 
on academic leadership (Kligyte & Barrie, 2014). Numerous scholars describe how disciplines provide the 
first point of identity for academics in the contemporary academy (Becher & Trowler, 2001; Delanty, 2008; 
Dill, 1982; Henkel, 2000; Macfarlane, 2005; Malcolm & Zukas, 2009). In his historical account of 
universities, Collini (2012) argues that academic disciplines constantly “exceed and subvert the imperative 
to meet immediate and local needs” (p. 26). He shows how the search for a “fuller understanding of any 
subject-matter” (Collini, 2012, p. 26) strengthens the ability of scholars to move from institution to 
institution internationally. Anchored in the same intellectual tradition while shifting from university to 
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university, academics “reinforce [their] sense of belonging to an intellectual community which transcends 
national borders” (Collini, 2012, p. 26). 
 
From the 1960s onwards, “research, peer-review, specialization, and international reputation-building” 
(Alleman et al., 2017, p. 25) gained new prominence with regards to academic ideals and academic 
prestige. Academics’ reputations are now “established in national and international forums rather than 
locally defined” (Parsons, 1968, p. 545, as cited in Alleman et al., 2017, p. 25), giving rise to a new 
cosmopolitan archetype of academic identity as someone who belongs to their academic tribe first and 
foremost, rather than to the local institution. 
 
Conceptualising collegiality in terms of disciplinary scholarship shifts the ‘movement of concern’ from 
institutional context to that of disciplinary communities. By elevating the status of an academic as an 
expert, disciplinary collegiality enables academics to exercise relative autonomy from their institutions. 
While concerns about academics’ ability to act as free-floating agents without committing or contributing 
to their institution have been expressed previously, disciplinary collegiality as an intellectual affinity with 
colleagues in scholarly domains tends to be taken as a given and seen as an unproblematic basis upon 
which disciplinary knowledge is produced. 
 
My exploration of the existing higher education literature traces an outline of collegiality across four 
categories: governance structure; culture; behavioural norm; and intellectual affinity. In so doing, I 
demonstrate how collegiality is inextricably interwoven with the ways we understand universities. I argue 
that the apparent normality of collegiality in academic relations is problematic, because it glosses over the 
contingency of social relations (Kligyte & Barrie, 2014). Seeking to trouble the commonsense ‘truths’ about 
collegiality, in the next section, I ask how collegiality came to be conceptualised as such an integral part of 
the academy. By exploring the shifting ‘movements of concern’ throughout history, I examine how certain 
problematisations (Foucault, 1997b) of academic relations became more central than others, highlighting 
again the contingency of social arrangements in present-day universities. 
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2.5 The ancient beginnings of collegiality 
In some shape or form, collegiality has always been part of the image of the university. The historical 
research on universities that makes reference to collegiality tends to conceptualise it as a collegium, and as 
a way of legitimising academic self-governance. 
 
The structure of the Roman Catholic Church is seen as the forebear of the concept of the academic 
collegium. Emerging in European medieval times, collegiality was a way for scholars to regulate access to a 
guild of scholars and confer rights and responsibilities to teach in an area of expertise. This “early process 
of peer review” (p. 8) functioned to certify individual’s knowledge, granting them the right to teach “in the 
name of the group” (Alleman et al., 2017, p. 8). The medieval ‘masters’ were primarily concerned with 
exchanging and analysing knowledge within the collegium and teaching others through schools. At that 
time, the scholarly search for ‘truth’ was taking place within a strictly monastic-religious tradition, which 
was “severely circumscribed by the authority of a doctrinaire church” (Rowland, 2008, p. 358). Gradually, 
early universities established themselves as “centres of secular study and teaching in fields such as law and 
philosophy” (Collini, 2012, p. 23) as well. 
 
The early European universities – Bologna, Paris, Oxford and Cambridge – were international institutions 
using Latin as a common language, circulating knowledge through written texts, drawing scholars from 
across Europe, and serving an international student body (Burnes et al., 2013; Wellmon & Piper, 2017). To 
be accepted into a community of scholars and to teach their knowledge, scholars had to be informally 
‘certified’ by peers as legitimate, in order that their work “be incorporated into the intellectual canon of all 
of the masters” (Alleman et al., 2017, p. 37). Access to the collegium and the ability to participate in it as 
experts was inherently relational. To gain full membership of the collegium, new scholars went through 
rigorous mentoring or inception processes, guided by experienced masters. “Once in the collegium, the 
masters debated ideas through a dialectical method that sought to establish truth and create shared 
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knowledge” (Alleman et al., 2017, p. 38). It is easy to imagine these early universities as idealised proto-
modern global universities. However, the differences in the operation of medieval universities and the 
norms and sensibilities of the time had very little to do with today’s notion of universities as egalitarian 
meritocratic global institutions. Primarily, these early institutions “trained future functionaries of state and 
church, or provided a kind of finishing school for the landed elite” (Collini, 2012, p. 23), although 
universities also continued to pursue other kinds of studies. Alongside the function and practice of peer 
review in legitimising knowledge, traces of the relational aspects of academic work established in medieval 
times are still present in modern universities. 
 
The forms of collegial university governance in early European institutions grew from these medieval 
beginnings. Tensions between the need for university autonomy to pursue ‘truth’ and external influences 
affecting university administration resulted in varied governance structures across different countries: in 
Paris, the university was operated by the Catholic Church; Bologna was answerable to its students; 
whereas Cambridge, although offered almost complete control of its affairs by members, was ultimately 
regulated by the state (Alleman et al., 2017; Burnes et al., 2013). It is important to note that much of the 
scholarship and search for ‘truth’ that we have come to associate with universities today did not happen in 
universities in those early days, but in separate institutes, academies and independent scholarly 
associations (Collini, 2012). 
 
The rigorous peer review process for acceptance into the collegium described by Alleman et al. (2017) was 
not the case everywhere, or was at least unlike what we might imagine today. Guild-like entitlements 
along familial lines were exercised in universities until the end of the 18th century. Wellmon and Piper 
(2017) detail the way German universities were nepotistic ‘family universities’, where university chair and 
faculty positions were frequently passed over to sons or sons-in-law of their predecessors. Moreover, 
influential families routinely used their complex networks of connections to royal families and government 
officials to gain university appointments or to advance family members’ academic careers. “The authority 
and legitimacy of academic knowledge was embodied not in disciplinary communities that floated above 
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individual universities but in the personal and local knowledge of particular collegial bodies” (Wellmon & 
Piper, 2017, p. 2). 
 
Tracing the gradual rise in the importance of scholarly publications as an external measure of quality and 
value in scholarly work, Wellmon and Piper (2017) describe the rise of the “performance university” (p. 2) 
in 18th century Prussia, “organized around productive, specialized scholars as personae in their own right” 
(p. 2). The Prussian government began to identify the potential economic benefits that universities could 
generate for the nation. As a result, there was a shift from academics’ value and authority arising from 
relationships with local colleagues and influential families to ‘public’ value and authority. This shift was 
enacted through rules and systems of external measures in order to “regulate patronage and patrimony, 
to replace the personal with the universal” (Wellmon & Piper, 2017, p. 2). The move towards public 
accountability and ‘productive’ scholarship through publication was reflected in the philosophy of the 
University of Berlin, which became an influential template for modern universities worldwide. 
 
It is not until the 19th century that the ‘search for truth’ gains a broader international scope beyond local 
institutions. The legitimacy and authority of academics begins to emerge from their scholarship circulated 
in print, thereby reducing the influence of local peculiarities and exchanging them for universal truths 
(Wellmon & Piper, 2017). 
 
As university governance developed through the centuries, university autonomy also grew. In the 19th 
century, the majority of universities in Europe were liberal, defined by a disinterested search for truth for 
its own sake and inspired by the ideal conjured by Wilhelm von Humboldt, the Prussian minister for 
education (Collini, 2012). The University of Berlin, established by Humboldt in 1810, included research as 
part of the purpose of the university (Collini, 2012), including an institutionalised imperative to publish as a 
measure of academics’ personal productivity and accountability (Wellmon & Piper, 2017). Humboldt 
created a faculty hiring committee for appraising candidates, based on their scholarly performance rather 
than familial ties or other local considerations. Collegiate principles “of effective teaching, versatility, social 
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and intellectual acceptability, and family ties” were reoriented to “more strictly research-oriented virtues” 
(Wellmon & Piper, 2017, p. 3). The introduction of bureaucratic authority superseded the older forms of 
patronage and familial relations as the organising principle of the academy in the 19th century as a centre 
for higher learning. The University of Berlin became the model replicated across Europe.  
 
It is important to note that in the German university model (as well as in French), university scholars were 
positioned as public servants accountable to the State which was not the case in the UK. Despite providing 
public funding, the UK governments were not much involved in defining or regulating the ways universities 
ran their business. In the UK, the university system largely serviced the elite, therefore, this autonomy was 
mediated by powerful connections with university alumni, who were responsible for running these very 
governments and did not wish to undermine the system (Burnes et al., 2013; Halsey, 1995).  
 
In the US, Alleman et al. (2017) argue that the collegium ideal was non-existent until the 20th century, 
when academics began to gain power and professional standing, leading to the development of collegial 
governance structures in universities. Coupled with the ideals of American democracy and individual 
liberties, academics asserted their freedom “to research and teach as they pleased without obstruction 
from the administration” (Alleman et al., 2017, p. 46). Professional societies further enacted the idea of a 
collegium through the induction of individuals and confirmation of expertise by peers. By being invited to 
be an expert based on achievement, these professional societies could then set “standards for entrance” 
thus paving the way for university self-governance (Alleman et al., 2017, p. 48). Further, the formation of 
the AAUP reflected the strengthening desire for academics to claim a stake in university governance, 
forming the foundation for future gains in academic freedom. The tenure system in the US universities, 
including the codified process and criteria for acceptance to the collegium, enabled academics to control 
the process of admission with less external administrative oversight. 
 
The collegial Oxbridge universities grew and modernised in their own way and did not replicate the unitary 
university model emerging from Germany, which was embraced by other UK universities (Palfreyman & 
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Tapper, 2013). Throughout the 19th century, Oxbridge have maintained the autonomous college structure 
with full collegial self-governance by college dons and an attendant self-contained community that 
included staff and students intermingling in college halls, accommodation and canteens, in order to 
establish a complete separation from the world, as exemplified by ‘town and gown’ (Burnes et al, 2013; 
Palfreyman & Tapper, 2013; Halsey, 1995). In the more modern universities in the UK, staff and students 
did not live or socialise together and as such they were criticised by the older universities for their 
noncollegial “nine-to-five” character (Burnes et al., 2013, p. 909). The arrangements in Oxbridge have 
transformed with modernisation. Despite successive government suspicion about Oxbridge being an 
exclusionary “nursery of the ruling class” (Halsey, 1995, p. 105) leading to multiple reviews in the 20th 
century, both universities have maintained their largely autonomous college structure. To this day, 
colleges, rather than central university administration, handle student admissions and certification. In 
addition, Oxbridge colleges manage their own endowments independently (Palfreyman & Tapper, 2013, 
Halsey, 1995). As such, Oxbridge universities are frequently seen as the last bastions of collegiality 
(Palfreyman & Tapper, 2013). 
 
The British Empire facilitated the establishment of universities around the world (for example, in Australia 
and New Zealand/Aotearoa), mostly fashioned according to the model of larger civic universities in the UK 
(Collini, 2012). The university commitment to reproducing “global universals” (Frank & Meyer, 2007, p. 29) 
was perpetuated by British colonial rule. For instance, The University of Sydney’s old motto “though 
constellations change, the mind is universal’ or, in student-speak, ‘new latitude, same attitude’” (Forsyth, 
2014, p. 7) highlights deep connections between the early Australian universities and their British 
antecedents. Indeed, New Zealand/Aotearoa and Australian universities can be seen as coextensive and 
constitutive of colonialism. However, in this colonial context, Australian and New Zealand/Aotearoa 
universities were somewhat free to choose organisational arrangements from a range of existing British 
university models to suit their local settler needs (Davis, 2017; Forsyth, 2014). As a result, the Australian 
university was established as a fairly open and meritocratic formation, with students from non-privileged 
backgrounds and women being able to enrol, even before the First World War (Forsyth, 2014). Moreover, 
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practically-oriented education of professionals: medical doctors, lawyers and engineers constituted a key 
part of Australian universities’ educational offerings, in contrast to the more traditional British university 
models (Davis, 2017; Forsyth, 2014). Through the First World War efforts, Australian universities further 
integrated their activities with “military, industrial and economic aims, as well as the health of the nation” 
(Forsyth, 2014, p. 17), setting Australian universities on a path to continually search for social relevance in 
their work. Although the traditional university self-governance arrangements were reproduced, the early 
Australian universities emerged as public, meritocratic institutions that were firmly embedded in their 
local contexts and communities. 
 
The major British and American universities continued to provide the model for universities throughout 
the 20th century, with other continental European systems emulating the Anglo-Saxon autonomous 
governance model, rather than drawing from German or French state-controlled systems (Collini, 2012). 
 
What emerges throughout this short history is the central role that collegiality plays in legitimating 
universities’ claim that expertise entitlements necessitate academics’ right to self-regulate university 
affairs. Collegiality, therefore, could be seen as mediating universities’ responses to external pressures. It 
represents the desire of universities to reduce interference by governments, local communities or 
constituent student bodies. Although universities as institutions have had a remarkable ability to utilise 
collegiality to navigate internal and external relations throughout history in order to maintain their 
autonomy, questions can now be legitimately asked about what (or who) constitutes universities today 
and whether collegiality has anything to offer them. This is the question that I explore in the next section. 
 
2.6 Collegial exclusion: dependence on sameness and similarity 
As detailed in the previous section of this literature review, historically and structurally, notions of 
collegiality imply expertise and, by extension, similarity as the foundational principles for acceptance into 
the collegium (Alleman et al., 2017; Waters, 1989). In the snapshot history of universities I presented 
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above, typical academics (from already privileged backgrounds) enter the academy through elite 
education. Rigorous peer evaluation is applied to their academic performance, and their contribution to 
common institutional and disciplinary goals is continuously assessed as part of enculturation (inception). 
This process of peer vetting automatically excludes those who are less privileged or who do not have 
opportunities to develop the required academic attributes and outcomes over time. Throughout the 20th 
century, acceptance into the academy was granted on the supposedly meritocratic basis of individual 
expertise, scholarship and research achievements. However, as Alleman et al. (2017) assert, the nearly 
exclusive reliance on scholarly expertise for acceptance into the collegium was (and still is) particularly 
disadvantaging to women and minority groups, who either do not come from the ‘right’ backgrounds or do 
not have sufficient opportunities to develop the required expertise through the ‘right’ kinds of education 
and academic employment. 
 
In his analysis of collegiality, Waters (1989) contends that “expertise becomes a mechanism for the 
enforcement of occupational closure by means of exclusion” (p. 963). Collegiality could be seen as “one of 
the structures by which status closure is achieved” through managing and protecting “the individual 
interests of the professional membership” (Waters, 1989, p. 964). The contemporary emphasis on 
credentialism as a pre-condition for collegial membership in the academy is one example of a mechanism 
of exclusion (Waters, 1989). As such, Waters (1989) concludes that “substantive collegiality also inevitably 
has authoritarian consequences precisely by virtue of its nonprocedural operations (principally closure, 
nonaccountability, and nonobservability) in relation to non-members” (p. 969). 
 
Similarly, Alleman et al. (2017) observe that collegiality in contemporary universities is implicitly based on 
the tenure model of employment. “The persistence of the (white male) faculty research paradigm implies 
that (…) all those outside the tenure system are excluded from full recognition of expertise and, therefore, 
full inclusion within the collegium” (Alleman et al., 2017, p. 8). Despite a significant diversification of the 
academic workforce over recent decades internationally, including increasing numbers of adjunct or casual 
academic staff, the normative ideal for collegial participation is that of a full-time white male academic on 
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a permanent contract, effectively delegitimising other types of academic roles (Alleman et al., 2017). By 
reflecting on the more nuanced exclusionary enactments of collegiality, where collegial decisions are 
“typically arrived at by a small cadre of decision-makers”, Ramsden (1989) also concludes that “it 
[collegiality] has the potential to disempower, marginalise and injure staff who are not part of the 
favoured group” (p. 23). 
 
In his influential exploration of social interactions using the imagery of theatre, Goffman (1959) explores 
notions of class, exclusion and collegial ‘performances’ with great exuberance and humour. Colleagues are 
described as individuals who perform the same routines to similar kinds of audiences, without being 
physically present to each other. As Goffman (1959) describes it, “when such colleagues come into 
contact, despite them being complete strangers (…) a sort of ceremonial or honorific team membership” 
(p. 158) is accorded to the newcomer. There is an unusual privileging of strangers on the presumption of 
sameness. Colleagues “treat their visitor as if he (sic) had suddenly come into very intimate and long-
standing relationships with them” (Goffman, 1959, p. 160), whereas other groups (or audiences) that are 
in much closer daily contact with the privileged group, remain socially more distant. Goffman’s (1959) 
observations shed some light on the ways that adjunct/ contingent/casual staff are situated in modern 
universities. Building on the notion of unequal academic rights afforded to academic adjunct staff, Caesar 
(2005) notices how contingent staff – in transient existence – do not seem to belong to departmental 
spaces. Academic solidarity does not extend to adjuncts, particularly if there is a risk of academics losing 
their own privileges (Caesar, 2005). Likewise, Alleman and Haviland (2016) report that non-tenure track 
academics tend to feel marginalised, disrespected and excluded in academic departments. Hull (2006) 
concludes that “despite claims of equality in its treatment of clients, [collegiality] can be seen as an 
essentially self-interested means of sustaining elitism and class-based inequality within higher education” 
(p. 39). 
 
Exploring boundaries within the academy and the ways collegiality is implicated in their maintenance, 
Caesar (2005) describes how collegiality can be strategically apportioned or extended for professional 
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advantage. In his description, contained collegiality represents the survival of a group against a perceived 
threat, so that it is not subsumed by the larger interests of an institution (Caesar, 2005). Macfarlane (2005) 
refers to this type of collegiality as a kind of narrow departmentalism that is exercised at the expense of 
the broader institutional community. Conceptualised in this way, collegial affinity can be further divided 
along almost infinite distinctions, for instance, disciplinary interests or theoretical commitments within 
these departmental groupings (Caesar, 2005; Watt, 2005). These distinctions can often render 
meaningless the notion of collegial affinity itself. 
 
Another line of argument problematising collegiality as a universal collective notion sees it as potentially 
undermining diversity and individuality (Di Leo, 2005b; Downing, 2005). “Collaboration with others, 
collective thinking and action, and regard for one’s own interests in relation to the interests of others” (p. 
5) have their positive side; however, they can also be seen as “mitigating against autonomy, individual 
agency, and academic freedom” (Di Leo, 2005a, p. 5). Aneja (2005) argues that  
 
in situations of potential disagreements between unlikeminded colleagues, such axioms can 
function in insidious and undermining ways, intervening at crucial points of the dialogue to equate 
difference of opinion with atomization and conformity with collegiality (p. 144). 
 
In such cases, collegiality “as both a ‘reified’ and an ‘elusive’ standard” (p. 13) can be used “to discipline 
untenured faculty” (Caesar, 2005, p. 13), showing them their place. 
 
As a notion that implies sameness and similarity, collegiality is particularly problematic for academic staff 
who embody social, cultural, racial or gender difference. Inhabiting the perspective of a so-called “third-
world immigrant” (p. 147), Aneja (2005) reflects on the burden of being “the product of someone else’s 
imagination in an academic culture which insists on a certain type of collegial conduct can also imply being 
able to speak only in a certain way, of certain things” (p. 147). She witnesses the tendency for an 
extractionist and utilitarian search for diversity in academic contexts, arguing for example that a “’global 
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feminist’ context might come to mean complying with pre-determined agendas in providing the much-
needed non-western rubber-stamp on the document of global feminism” (Aneja, 2005, p. 148). Similarly, 
Dass (2015) describes tensions arising from his rejection of ‘tea time’ as a young minority academic in a 
South African university with a distinct colonial heritage. While ‘tea-time’ was communicated to new 
academics as not being compulsory, it was positioned as “nevertheless absolutely crucial” (Dass, 2015, p. 
2). Recounting his growing unease about the normative nature of ‘tea time’, Dass (2015) reflects that it 
became exacerbated by the fact that he did not drink tea or coffee. As a newcomer to the department, he 
was expected to stand around awkwardly conforming to this particular departmental collegial practice. 
Aneja (2005) sums up a similar sentiment in her scathing piece on collegiality: 
 
Tokenism and collegiality walk hand in hand in the maintaining of ‘political correctness’. (…) 
Cultural, sexual, and ethnic differences are tolerated as long as one behaves ‘professionally’. (…) 
‘Professional’ behavior, however, is very often just another name for a bourgeois insistence on 
respectability and politeness, a cool indifference to difference (p. 150). 
 
If collegiality is implicated in reproducing the academy as an exclusionary formation, the attachment to it 
as an unproblematic value or ideal becomes troublesome. Conceptualising collegiality as something that 
emerges from a collegium implies that certain categories of academic staff are denied access, sometimes 
on arbitrary or historically unjust grounds. In increasingly casualised and diverse universities today, we 
must ask if an entitlement to collegiality, with its attendant privileges and responsibilities, should be 
granted solely on the basis of an employment contract. Yet, if we foreground collegial actions rather than 
belonging to the collegium as the basis of collegiality, the questions shift: along which categories – 
disciplinary, intellectual or institutional – should collegiality be exercised? Can (or should) we be collegial 
with anyone and everyone? In other words, if we open up collegiality so that it is more inclusive of 
difference, how far can we stretch it as a category? At what point does collegiality break or become 
something else? In my mapping of collegial practices in Chapter 6, I explore potentialities that can be 
opened up by ‘stretching’ collegiality to this type of liminal point. 
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2.7 The erosion of collegiality in the context of university reforms 
Sweeping changes in higher education sectors over the last few decades have transformed universities 
into sprawling global enterprises. In his influential book, Readings (1996) describes the contemporary 
university as a “ruined institution” (p. 169). In postmodernity, he argues, the university has lost its function 
as the Enlightenment project of sustaining “national culture” (p. 6) linked to the nation-state and the 
“need to make transcendental claims for its function” (Readings, 1996, p. 168). More recently, Marginson 
and Considine (2000) have chronicled the emergence of a new breed of university: from a traditional 
chimeric organisation conflicted in its goals and paradoxical governance structures to a streamlined and 
agile global enterprise. Until higher education sector reforms in the 1980s shifted universities globally 
towards mass education, universities operated under a model of collegial governance as quintessential 
loosely coupled organisations (Weick, 1976), without a clear chain of command or a particular imperative 
to follow any institutional direction (McNay, 1995). Indeed, some authors claim that it was a miracle that 
universities worked organisationally at all, with such fractured forms of collegial organisation. This 
sentiment is captured in an anecdote about one Cambridge don, who in his “effortless superiority” stated 
that: “Cambridge works in practice but not in theory” (McNay, 1995, p. 108). From the 1980s onwards, 
massification, marketisation and internationalisation became the hallmarks of higher education and as a 
result, universities became reshaped into ‘lean’ corporations, able to withstand the transformations 
rippling through the sector (Marginson & Considine, 2000). 
 
Today, there is little doubt that the majority of universities function (or aspire to) as global corporations 
with an eye towards global market shifts, a keen interest in revenue streams, risk management and 
expansion strategies, with matching investment portfolios (Davis, 2017). The shift towards mass education, 
deregulation and reduced public funding has imposed new demands upon universities, most particularly, 
the need to diversify their streams of revenue (Blackmore, 2014). As competitors in the global education 
marketplace, universities now participate in the global circulation of knowledge and prestige (Slaughter & 
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Rhoades, 2010) whilst simultaneously responding to the demands for public accountability imposed by 
national funding bodies (Blackmore, 2014). Universities have responded to these challenges by introducing 
new public management practices, with accompanying demands for audit and transparency (Shore, 2008; 
Strathern, 2003). Thus, as well as being led by higher ideals or societal purposes, universities are now also 
governed by incentives, targets and plans (Marginson & Considine, 2000). Examples of such reforms 
include the performance-based allocation of funding, research and teaching quality assessment exercises, 
academic workload formulas and work plans used for individual performance management. 
 
Scholars writing about university reforms argue that these changes have affected collegiality in 
universities. Whereas “collegiality could cope with slow, organic growth; it could not cope with rapid and 
externally imposed financial contraction” (Burnes et al., 2013, p. 911). The prevailing ‘movement of 
concern’ about collegiality in a large proportion of the higher education literature is that of a decline of 
collegiality. The most visible changes are in university governance structures (Rowlands, 2013; Marginson 
& Considine, 2000). These studies show that through strengthened executive control and the rise of 
‘shadow’ private advisory bodies, collegial governance is being methodically dismantled or marginalised in 
universities. Existing collegial formations in the traditional spheres of research and teaching are 
systematically pushed out by increasingly top-down centralised decision-making, enacted through 
budgetary means and devolved performance control. In her research on Academic Boards, Rowlands 
(2017) details how university managements frame these reforms as an inevitable response to external 
realities facing universities today. Collegiality is portrayed as “inward looking” (p. 1826), with academics 
situated as being “incapable of contributing effectively to university governance” (p. 1826) due to their 
“vested interest” (Rowlands, 2017, p. 1826). 
 
In addition to examining the diminished opportunities in which to exercise collegiality through governance 
structures, another ‘movement of concern’ prevalent in the higher education literature is centred around 
the effects of reforms on academic relations in universities. There is a view that academic work and 
subjectivities have been transformed through managerial audit and accountability measures. Concern has 
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been expressed about the need for academics to strategically align their research with institutional 
priorities, in order to bring in external funding, produce commercial outputs and have ‘impact’ (Leisyte & 
Dee, 2012). These requirements are seen as increasing competition in academic contexts and therefore 
driving individualised, rather than collective, academic practices. Similarly, curriculum reforms that require 
academics to ‘constructively align’ their teaching with a program of study, as well as engage with teams of 
colleagues and learning and teaching experts, are seen as diminishing academics’ status as experts in their 
disciplinary domains (Cannizzo, 2016). Further, the expectation that academics proactively engage with 
industry and external communities is seen as placing an emphasis on external success in the academic 
rewards system. By shifting academics’ priorities away from organisational concerns, academics’ sense of 
belonging and togetherness with the academic class as a whole is diminished (Leisyte & Dee, 2012). 
 
Another striking theme in the higher education research literature is the critique of individualised 
performance metrics imposed on academics which, Di Leo (2005b) argues, promotes individualist 
dispositions and approaches, rather than those centred on collective effort and collegiality. In his evocative 
piece Collegiality and intellectual love, Rowland (2008) describes how audit culture “perverts” (p. 356) 
academics’ relations, by replacing “intellectual love” with “suspicion, self-interest and individualistic 
competition” (p. 358): 
 
collegial relationships that sustain research […] becom[e] characterized by competition, greed and 
acquisitiveness rather than the kind of sociality that is a necessary part of intellectual love […]. 
What emerges is a culture in which competition to build up the best individual profile stands in 
the place of the collaborative relationships of intellectual love (Rowland, 2008, p. 356). 
 
As a result, Rowland (2008) argues that academics are “likely to feel isolated from their community, which 
they experience as fragmented, unsupportive and non-collaborative” (p.353). In the context of these 
university transformations, collegiality emerges as a resilient if somewhat anachronistic concept that 
elevates academic work above its managerial conceptions. Collegiality is often imagined to provide the 
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grounds for resistance against university reforms. In one example, Rowland (2008) proposes that a new 
“unifying conception” (p. 358) of collegiality at the centre of academic endeavour, could result in “trust, 
openness, collaborative debate and a commitment to knowledge” (Rowland, 2008, p. 358) in academic 
work.  
 
Rowland’s (2008) text captures the sentiment reflected across a broad range of higher education 
literature, depicting a decline and erosion of collegial values (see Cannizzo, 2016; Churchman & King, 
2009; Macfarlane, 2005; Marginson & Considine, 2000; Nixon, 2004; Nixon et al., 1998; Rowlands, 2013; 
Taylor, 2008; Watt, 2005; Winter & O’Donohue, 2012). Critiques of these types of views are relatively 
uncommon. Similar to our paper on academic leadership (Kligyte & Barrie, 2014), scholars attempting to 
offer a more complex picture of academic relations point out that collegiality and other forms of 
governance are not “mutually exclusive” (Leisyte, 2012, p. 145). For example, Tight (2014) argues that 
collegiality and managerialism are often cast at the opposite ends of the spectrum and yet, he claims, they 
both have a role to play in universities. In a later paper, Rowlands (2017) concedes that  
 
continuing to play notions of managerial and collegial governance off against each other as if 
there can be nothing in between is unhelpful, not least because doing so pays insufficient 
attention to the well-documented weaknesses of both governance modes (p. 1831). 
 
McNay (1995) presents a similar assessment in which different cultures (collegium, bureaucracy, 
enterprise and corporation) can and do co-exist, claiming and commanding various levels of control over 
academic affairs. Barcan (2016) offers a more cautious account, describing the contemporary university as 
a palimpsest with traces and layers of various cultures or logics expressed in different situations. She 
argues that traditional cultures and practices, including collegiality, are not eradicated or replaced in 
contemporary universities; they are not even transformed. They are added to or layered over previous 
understandings or ways of working. Similarly, Readings (1996) contends that universities now “incorporate 
a very high degree of internal variety” under the banner of ‘excellence’ “without requiring its diverse 
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idioms to be unified into an ideological whole” (p. 168). Collegiality could be seen as just one of such 
cultures or modes of organising, even as its perceived demise appears to be widely grieved. 
 
Alleman et al. (2017) reminds us that for the last 50 years, higher education research has lamented the 
demise of collegiality. Following Foucault (1997b), it becomes interesting to consider why such 
antagonistic problematisations of academic relations have gained explanatory monopoly in the higher 
education literature. Perhaps, as Readings (1996) contends, it is just the effect of “the decline of the 
ideological function of the University” (p.166) in contemporary society, with academics regretting the loss 
of the exclusive status once afforded to them. Yet as Alleman et al. (2017) argue, perhaps collegiality as it 
is construed in academic imaginary did not ever exist. 
 
2.8 The spectral dimensions of collegiality: how ‘real’ is it? 
The notion of collegiality seems somewhat antiquated, or at least quaint, given the contemporary realities 
facing universities. It is worth asking: how relevant is the notion of collegiality today? Or, how ‘real’ is 
collegiality? Both questions seem to trouble quite a few scholars exploring academic cultures and 
subjectivities. For example, Ramsden (1989) challenges academics’ attachment to collegiality, by arguing 
that it has been mythologised. Seen as harking back to a golden age of past glory, nostalgic notions of 
collegiality are critiqued for being out of touch with the existing realities and delusory about the injustices 
of the past (Cassidy, 1998; Fullan & Scott, 2009; Ramsden, 1989). 
 
As I have argued earlier, the academy of the old times was problematically reliant on the similarity of its 
constituent community for its power and legitimacy. Authors exploring academic management, leadership 
and change in academic contexts see the widespread yearning for such ‘ivory towers’ as untenable, in the 
context of mass higher education today. Indeed, collegiality is sometimes seen as an obstacle to progress 
and change (Fullan & Scott, 2009; Ramsden, 1989). Spiller (2010) concludes her study of academic 
leadership stating “the evidence indicates that [collegiality] is a tired and even crippling narrative” (p. 689). 
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Collegiality in such conceptions is seen as a narrative, a myth, which makes it less ‘real’ than what is ‘really 
real’ in academic worlds. 
 
Other scholars engage with the puzzling slipperiness of collegiality more generatively. Observing that 
collegiality tends to be reported as lacking and never quite ‘there’ in academic contexts, Cirillo (2005) 
contends that defining collegiality from its negative form seems “the best way to go in the absence of 
anything even remotely empirical” (p. 46). Rather than discounting collegiality for not being ‘real’ enough, 
Cirillo (2005) argues that the very elusiveness of collegiality might well be what makes it so normative: 
 
the charge of ‘uncollegial’ has immense power, even if – or maybe, especially because – it’s a 
freefloating signifier like lots of other expletives. We all know that uncollegial is a bad way to 
behave even if we might not come up with a common definition of what it looks like to behave 
well, to be, that is, collegial (p. 46). 
 
Collegiality, then, “possesses historical and institutional connotations, ones that interpellate subjects 
unevenly and are almost always understood differently by academics occupying different subject positions 
within a college or university” (Watt, 2005, p. 18). Taking a more performative view of collegiality as a 
notion that acts in discourses about academic work and produces certain effects, some scholars explore 
how academics are mobilised differently by the notion of collegiality. Fogg (2003), as cited in Watt (2005, 
p. 25), talks about “the cost of collegiality”, where the burden to undertake academic service tasks tends 
to be placed upon women and minority groups. While this tendency is partly driven by the desire for more 
diversity on academic committees, in effect it results in less prestigious roles being pushed upon already 
disadvantaged groups under the guise of collegiality. 
 
In addition to the potentially uneven effects of collegiality on different academic bodies, Hull (2006) points 
out the dangers carried by collegiality as an unmoored yet instantly recognisable and unquestionable 
value, that is: “the spectre of ‘collegiality’ is easily mobilised by the rhetoric of senior management and 
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quangos” (p. 50), just as it is by academics themselves. Spiller (2010) notes how “ideas that often cluster 
around ‘collegiality’ (morality, trust, working co-operatively)” (p. 686) are often “presented alongside some 
of the verbal icons of the so-called managerial agenda, such as transparency and working better” (p. 686). 
Such a conception of collegiality as a discursive notion producing ‘real’ effects in the academy shows how 
it can – as spectre, myth or narrative – be as ‘real’ as other seemingly more ‘real’ things in the academy. I 
will explore this theme in much more detail in Chapters 3 and 5. 
 
Indeed, perhaps collegiality still has a role to play – even as myth – in the contemporary academy. 
Reflecting on the role of myths, Alleman et al. (2017) acknowledge that they can “explain the ‘inner truths’ 
or the implicit values of a group of people” (p. 35). Drawing on Berger (2009, p. 491), Alleman et al. (2017) 
go further, proposing that myths can “provide insights about group identity, origins, and preferred types of 
or directions for future growth or development” (p. 35). Thus some authors are more sympathetic to the 
‘rose-tinted’ vision of the past academy. For instance, Ylijöki (2005) argues that nostalgia is able to “expose 
current tensions and dilemmas” (p. 573) in particular contexts and, as such, it “should not be conceived of 
as a description of the past but as a morality of the present” (p. 573). Perhaps by conjuring up images of 
the nostalgic past, notions of collegiality draw our attention to aspects of the contemporary academy that 
are felt to be missing (Taylor, 2008; Ylijöki, 2005). While nostalgia could be critiqued for its inability to 
mobilise effective resistance, it has a role to play for academics in coming to grips with the gruelling work 
conditions in contemporary universities, providing “consolation and a means of coping in difficult 
situations” (Ylijöki, 2005, p. 573). 
 
Di Leo (2005b) observes that if academic lives are running smoothly, collegiality does not seem to require 
any attention. However in times of turmoil, collegiality – or a lack thereof – comes to the fore. Similarly, 
Cirillo (2005) remarks that “the idea of collegiality is typically invoked in the breach” (p. 46), as moments of 
deviation from an otherwise unremarkable, presumably collegial, set of academic practices. Perhaps an 
ongoing interest in collegiality is represented by the steady number of publications that have explored 
collegiality over the last few decades, reflecting a process of coming to terms with significant 
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transformations in universities across the globe. Rather than discounting academics’ preoccupation with 
collegiality as an inability to move on from the past, in this thesis I explore collegiality in all its 
heterogeneous and ephemeral forms – assuming that it is ‘real’ from the way it continues to have effects 
for those working in universities today. 
 
2.9 Concluding reflections 
In this literature review, I set out to map the multiplicity of ways collegiality features in academic 
imaginaries. Through my reading, collegiality unfolds as a heterogeneous concept: a governance structure, 
a culture, a behavioural norm and intellectual affinity. By tracing ‘movements of concern’, I show that 
collegiality continues to ‘matter’ in contemporary universities. 
 
In the published paper Collegiality: Leading us into fantasy – the paradoxical resilience of collegiality in 
academic leadership included in this chapter, I examine the higher education literature through the lens of 
Lacanian concepts. Working with this theoretical perspective, I take a critical stance against the tendency 
to portray collegiality as a universally ‘good thing’. This article sets me off on a trajectory to engage with 
other poststructural / postfoundational theories introduced in the next chapter. 
 
By tracing its historical development in universities over centuries, my exploration of the contingency of 
contemporary forms of collegiality highlights how the claim to university self-governance emerges in 
response to shifting external influences. By registering the shifting ‘movements of concern’ about 
collegiality in the higher education literature, I raise critical questions about why certain problematisations 
tend to dominate our way of thinking about academic relations. This is a curiosity which I carry across this 
thesis. 
  
73 
 
Chapter 3: Sense-making Through Theory 
By examining the ‘movements of concern’ in the higher education literature in the previous chapter, I 
mapped the manifold patterns of our ways of thinking about and researching collegiality. In this chapter, I 
build on this exploration to devise the theoretical grounds for this study, anchored in poststructural / 
postfoundational theories. Borrowing from a range of theoretical perspectives, I construct collegiality as a 
multifaceted object of enquiry that includes academics’ behaviours, ideals, ideologies, practices, structures 
and institutions, all of which are interlinked, overlayed and mutually constitutive. I compose my enquiry as 
an ongoing and iterative process of sense-making that draws together acts of theorising, the study of 
collegiality as an empirical phenomenon, and my own perspective as a researcher. I also explain the basic 
premise for the four specific theoretical perspectives that I use in my analysis. 
 
3.1 Studying collegiality in the ruins of humanism 
In Readings’s terms (1996), I am carrying out this study of collegiality in the ‘ruins’ of the university as a 
modern Enlightenment project. I do not wish to mount an argument that such a theoretical stance is 
‘aligned with’ or ‘necessary due to’ the complex empirical reality of collegiality as a phenomenon. Instead, 
my position is underpinned by the more general belief that knowledge can no longer be seen as “solid, 
substantial, and whole” (St Pierre & Pillow, 2000, p. 1): 
 
The ruins are a kind of shorthand for the crumbling edifice of Enlightenment values that have 
regulated theory and research for two centuries, such as belief in reason and progress, 
unmediated access to truth, and the agency of the centered, humanist self (MacLure, 2011, p. 
997). 
 
‘Working the ruins’ of humanism is a term coined by St Pierre and Pillow (2000). It invites “research that 
has lost its innocence and its faith in ‘victory narratives’, that recognizes that its truths are always partial 
and provisional and that it can never fully know or rescue the other” (MacLure, 2011, p. 997). The ruins of 
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humanism could be thought of as an “image of thought” (p. 102) that steers my research away from “the 
ordinary and unexceptional, the given, the normal, the foundational” (St Pierre, Jackson, & Mazzei, 2016, 
p. 102) towards more philosophical and experimental approaches. The postfoundational stance that I take 
in this study, therefore, is such an “image of thought” (St Pierre et al., 2016, p. 102) which prefigures or, 
rather, anchors my reading, thinking and engagement with collegiality empirically. 
 
In adopting a postfoundational perspective, I have accepted that no research is able to produce 
“disinterested truths” (MacLure, 2011, p. 998) and that all knowledge is created “from somewhere” (p. 
148), as opposed to “from nowhere” (Petersen, 2015b, p. 148). This implies “the impossibility of a firm 
ground, structure, or stable identity as the very starting point of […] analysis” (van Eeden, 2017, p. 6). In 
this enquiry, it means that I am setting myself up for a “necessary failure” (Lather, 1997, p. 300) – the 
understanding of collegiality I am able to produce is situated, partial and provisional (Petersen, 2015b). 
Yet, rejecting the “consolation of the universal” (St Pierre & Pillow, 2000, p. 11) is precisely how I position 
this enquiry. My starting point is that it is not possible to ‘discover’ any objective ‘truths’ about collegiality. 
Indeed, in postfoundational paradigm, truth is understood “radically in the plural, always indefinite, always 
postponed and dependent on perspective and interpretation” (van Eeden, 2017, p. 6). 
 
What might a study on collegiality ‘in the ruins’ look like? 
 
A postfoundational position draws my attention to the role I, as a researcher, necessarily play in this study. 
Following Barad (2007), I see my enquiry as “intra-acting from within, and as part of, the phenomena 
produced” (p. 70), rather than “intervening (from outside)” (p. 70). As a researcher, I am situated within 
this enquiry. By delineating “what matters and what is excluded from mattering” (Barad, 2007, p. 394) in 
my research, I “install” (p. 131) myself “in a blurring of what ‘happens’ and how [I] make sense of what 
happens” (Jackson & Mazzei, 2012, p. 131). Thus, I do not only bring collegiality as an object of enquiry to 
light, but also to life. From a postfoundational perspective, my role as a researcher is not to simply observe 
or discover collegiality as an empirical reality. Instead, I must pull together “an initially chaotic set of 
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concepts, logics, empirical data, self-interpretations […] at varying levels of abstraction” (Glynos & 
Howarth, 2007, p. 34) to constitute a “gathering” or a heterogeneous “mangle of practice” (Latour, 2004, 
p. 233), which can be “welded together” (Glynos & Howarth, 2007, p. 34) to produce collegiality as an 
object of enquiry. 
 
While it is important to acknowledge the central role that I play in shaping the phenomenon of collegiality, 
Petersen (2015b) points out that in postfoundational research, it is not enough to accept that knowledge is 
always ‘situated’ and then to “get on with it” (p. 148) in a realist fashion following “scientistic gold 
standards” that feign “systematicity and transparency” (p. 155). The implications of adopting a 
postfoundational stance go further than constructing collegiality as an object of enquiry “from 
somewhere” (Petersen, 2015b, p. 148). A postfoundational stance permeates all of the research 
methodology, including engagement with theory and empirical contexts, as well as the practices of 
analysis and writing. ‘The crisis of representation’ – “the disintegration of a secure distinction between 
language and reality” (MacLure, 2011, p. 997) – is one of the main challenges that a researcher ‘working 
the ruins’ of humanism must grapple with. What this means to my study, is that I cannot think of 
collegiality as something that can be accessed in the empirical reality, pinned down, observed, dissected, 
categorised and objectively explained to produce generalisable “grids of regularity” (St Pierre & Pillow, 
2000, p. 4). Further, I accept that language is not transparent and that it does not “mirror the world for the 
mind” (St Pierre et al., 2016, p. 103). It follows then, that I can neither access collegiality as an unmediated 
empirical reality, nor can I access it through its meanings or truthful representations of it in the accounts of 
individuals embedded in academic contexts. ‘The crisis of representation’ implies that even “careful, 
precise, accurate language” (p. 103) fails to “replicate, represent, the world” (St Pierre et al., 2016, p. 103). 
It is important to acknowledge that conducting this type of research is difficult. This thesis is an attempt to 
work with postfoundational and non-representational sensibilities, acknowledging that it necessarily fails 
to produce faithful enactments of a postfoundational theoretical stance. 
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The starting point in framing my methodological approach to this study is that constituting collegiality ‘in 
the ruins’ is not just about choosing the relevant components of an empirical phenomenon and 
assembling them in clever ways, to capture the plurality of meanings and enactments of collegiality that 
achieves an accurate representation of the complex (if ruined) reality. In ‘working the ruins’ of humanism, I 
must continue asking what ‘truths’ are being produced through my research, and to what ends. Moreover, 
I cannot simply draw on my own sensibilities as a researcher to constitute collegiality as an object of study 
in ways that address the methodological challenges raised above. Poststructural and postfoundational 
theories are an integral part of this process. In the following section, I elaborate on how I bring these 
theories into play. 
 
3.2 ‘Plugging in’ – bringing collegiality/myself/theory to ‘matter’ 
The idea that all research is informed by theory is not new. Scholars making this argument point out that 
those claiming otherwise are simply unaware about their ontological and epistemological assumptions 
(Glesne, 2011). In qualitative research, theory is frequently imagined to function only at the meta-level of 
enquiry. By providing a researcher with organising principles and conceptual tools, it is assumed that in 
neat alignment, theory informs the methodological choices and determines the specific data to be 
acquired (for example, see Collins & Stockton, 2018). Troubling the conception of “inquiry as a triumphal 
continuity” (Lather, 1997, p. 300), I turn to Jackson and Mazzei’s (2012) dynamic approach of ‘plugging in’ 
as an alternative way of thinking with and through theory in my study on collegiality. Theorising in a 
Deleuzian tradition, Jackson and Mazzei (2012) argue that research that “produces something new” is a 
continuous act of creation – a “process of making and unmaking” – “arranging, organizing, fitting 
together” of “ideas, fragments, theory, selves, sensations” (p. 1). In line with Jackson and Mazzei’s (2012) 
framing, my process of theorising in this study is not linear. The higher-order theoretical principles do not 
simply trickle down the conceptual hierarchies, to provide explanations of the empirical phenomenon of 
collegiality. Instead, research is produced through a dynamic and iterative process of “making and 
unmaking” (Jackson & Mazzei, 2012, p. 1) of collegiality from the constitutive elements of enquiry. 
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What this means is that in theorising collegiality, I am ‘plugging in’ collegiality as a historical and a present-
day phenomenon in its fragmented and amorphous form; myself as a researcher with a history, certain 
sensibilities and a specific positioning in the field of higher education; and the theoretical perspectives that 
I choose to explore. Informed by Barad (2007) and Jackson and Mazzei (2012), I conceptualise theoretical 
perspectives that I embrace as part of ‘what happens’ and what ‘matters’ in my study. However, they do 
not predetermine the shape of this research from the outset (just as the empirical reality of collegiality 
does not dictate what approach to enquiry one must take). The specific configuration of the phenomenon 
of collegiality emerges through the iterative process of ‘plugging in’ a multiplicity of elements or ‘texts’ 
into one another. Importantly, Jackson and Mazzei (2012) argue that the components that are being 
assembled do not only interact, they also “constitute one another and in doing so create something new” 
(p. 4). They meet in the threshold – a space that contains both entries and exits, where “the divisions 
among and definitions of theory and data collapse” (Jackson & Mazzei, 2012, p. 6). What emerges is not 
only a new explanation of “how things are connected”, but also a new territory “claimed in that 
connection” (Jackson & Mazzei, 2012, p. 1). Thus, it is not only collegiality as an object of enquiry that is 
instituted through this process of research/creation; as a researcher, I am also “differently produced” 
(Butler, 2004, p. 2) through my engagement with theoretical texts and fragments of the phenomenon of 
collegiality that I encounter. As Jackson and Mazzei (2012) argue, through the process of enacting 
concepts in “ceaseless variations” (p. 1), theoretical frameworks are also transformed. Concepts gain new 
meanings and are constituted differently – in a new light (and life), they come (or cease) to ‘matter’.  
 
3.3 Questioning collegiality 
‘Working the ruins’ of humanism through this research, I seek to open up rather than foreclose 
possibilities in thinking about collegiality. Poststructural theories help me move away from the focus on 
“binaries, categories, hierarchies, and other grids of regularity” (St Pierre & Pillow, 2000, p. 4). By urging 
me to think otherwise, they “de-familiarise present practices and categories, to make them seem less self-
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evident and necessary” (Ball, 1995, p. 266). Poststructural approaches focus on “opening up thought” 
(Davies, 2010, p. 60), with the purpose of “unsettl[ing] and unanchor[ing] […] claims often thought natural 
and common sense” (Rasmussen & Gowlett, 2015, p. 202). This type of theorising questions how specific 
sets of “possibilities become normalized” (Davies, 2010, p. 55), and “which kinds of knowledges, virtues 
and so on come to be taken for granted” (Petersen, 2015a, p. 69). 
 
I put Foucauldian theory and its conceptual tools to work, in particular the notion of discourses, to help me 
prise apart our commonsense understandings of collegiality and to make the familiar unfamiliar. A 
genealogical orientation of enquiry grounded in Foucault’s work, more generally, has been a useful 
starting point to explore how I can productively engage with the phenomenon of collegiality in ways that 
do not attempt to represent it as empirical reality. 
 
Non-representational theorists point out that representation is not “a code to be broken” or an “illusion to 
be dispelled”, but that representations are “performative in themselves; as doings” (Anderson & Harrison, 
2010, p. 14). Embracing the ‘crisis of representation’ does not imply that certain ‘truths’ about collegiality 
do not exist. They do, although not as a matter of ‘fact’, but as effects of the prevailing “regimes of truth” 
that are established through “power/knowledge” (Foucault, 1980, p. 100). From a postfoundational 
perspective, the ‘truths’ about collegiality are not of particular interest in and of themselves. What is more 
important, are the mechanisms that establish certain ‘truths’ about collegiality. Such reasoning suggests 
that rather than looking for “essences” of, “truths” about or “other foundations” (Petersen, 2015a, p. 63) 
of collegiality in my research, I must turn my attention to “the processes and effects” (Petersen, 2015b, p. 
150) that bring about collegiality as an empirical reality in academic contexts. 
 
A genealogical approach also suggests some useful ways for sidestepping the dominance of 
representation. For example, instead of asking what constitutes collegiality or what features of collegiality 
make it so compelling to academics (in other words, seeking a representation of collegiality), I turn my 
attention to how questions instead. How have we come to expect certain collegial dispositions or practices 
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in the academy? How do we collectively institute and maintain the notion of collegiality as a feature of 
academic work and life? Thinking about collegiality in terms of what it might be or what it might mean – 
what is it after all? – would presume the existence of collegiality as a certain immutable ‘truth’ about 
academic life – something that is really ‘real’ in objective terms. Through its attention to the historical 
emergence of issues, a genealogical orientation steers me away from thinking about collegiality as 
something that is worth describing, observing, and perhaps even measuring, to questions about how does 
collegiality come to matter in the academy and what mechanisms are in place for it to continue to matter. 
 
To offer a generative critique that engages with the plurality of expressions of collegiality, my study 
examines the ways in which collegiality is constructed and maintained as a certain ‘truth’ about academic 
life, through discourses and practices in academic contexts. Moreover, I explore the effects that these 
‘truths’ about collegiality produce in universities today. Therefore, my enquiry is framed to address the 
following questions: 
1. How does collegiality shape our understandings of academic work in the contemporary higher 
education landscape?  
2. How is the collective imaginary of collegiality in academic work constructed, maintained, 
contested, and negotiated? 
 
Through the lens of these framing questions, I seek to contest the prevailing understandings of academic 
relations in contemporary higher education, the metanarratives of collegiality (as a structure, culture, 
ideal, value or norm) and to refrain from reiterating the familiar critiques of neoliberalism as “a theory of 
everything” (Rowlands & Rawolle, 2013, p. 260). I turn my attention instead to the mechanisms that 
govern the “ordinary micro-practices of everyday life” (Braidotti, 2013, p. 192). By “mobilizing resources 
and visions that have been left untapped” (Braidotti, 2013, p. 192) in our thinking about academic 
relations in universities, that is, the mini-narratives, I seek to contribute “affirmatively and creatively” 
(Braidotti, 2013, p. 191) to alternative visions for being academic (with others) in universities. 
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3.4 Engaging with collegiality empirically 
To ‘work the ruins’ of representation, I turn to Foucault’s conceptualisation of discourses as “practices that 
systematically form the objects of which they speak” (Foucault, 1972, p. 49). By embracing this 
perspective, I see social reality not as something “out there” but as an effect of “our ways of categorising 
the world” (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002, p. 5). Collegiality can be thought about as one discursive category 
that is available to us to draw on in discursive production of knowledge, representations and meanings. 
Through circulation in discourses about academic work, collegiality institutes a particular version of reality 
in the academy. By naming collegiality as one of the core academic values, universities become thought 
about as places where collegiality is exercised, with tangible effects for those practising in academic 
contexts. Collegiality becomes one of the ‘patterns’ that an academic “finds in his culture and which are 
proposed, suggested and imposed on him by his culture, his society and his social group” (sic) (Foucault, 
1991, p. 11). As a result, collegial practices become something that academics are expected to perform in 
universities. 
 
Importantly, in postfoundational framing of social ontology, existing arrangements are not simply imposed 
on individuals by an external force. The world is in a constant process of “taking-place” through “tak[ing-
part]” in “mak[ing] up the social” (Anderson & Harrison, 2010, p. 14). The notion of collegiality, therefore, 
emerges from academic practices and empirical realities, whilst simultaneously shaping them. Thought 
about this way, concepts (including the notion of collegiality), images, words and texts as well as material 
conditions and structures, act and “take-part” (p. 14) for a particular instantiation of the academy to “take-
place” (Anderson & Harrison, 2010, p. 14). This highlights how “ontology and epistemology cannot be 
meaningfully separated” (Petersen, 2015b, p. 150) and that meaning-making acts are also reality-making 
(Petersen, 2015a). 
 
Yet a number of methodological questions remain. Is collegiality understood better as an element of 
discourses or practices? How should I go about discovering the mechanisms that make collegiality ‘matter’ 
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in the academy? Do enactments of the discursive category of collegiality produce the empirical reality of 
collegial practices or does the category of collegiality emerge from practices of academic work? 
 
Through my engagement with a range of postfoundational theories, I have come to appreciate the 
nuanced differences between the perspectives that foreground the discursive construction of reality and 
those that primarily focus on the material conditions of social worlds. Much of the theoretical terrain in 
social research is marked by ‘turns’: a linguistic turn, a cultural turn, the practice turn, a material turn, the 
affective turn, an ontological turn (St Pierre et al., 2016). Each turn marks a departure from a conceptual 
territory, establishing a point of difference as the first theoretical move, layering over or even abandoning 
the ‘old’ framing of issues, and shifting our attention to the ‘new’ understandings of what ‘matters’. 
Drawing on various theorists it is possible to take radically opposing positions about what presents a more 
suitable ‘handle’ for grasping the phenomenon of collegiality – language and discourses or materiality. For 
example, Butler (2013) asserts the primacy of language in her philosophy. For her, there is nothing “pre-
discursive” or “non-discursive” – we do not have “unmediated access” (Petersen, 2015a, p. 64) to non-
discursive aspects of the world. In conceptualising her agentic realism position, Barad (2007), on the 
contrary, contends that “language has been granted too much power […] the only thing that doesn’t seem 
to matter anymore is matter” (p. 132). Some scholars working with non-representational theories go as far 
as to reject the need for “a supplementary dimension such as that of discourse, ideology or symbolic 
order” (p. 2) or “an out-of-field ‘power’” (Anderson & Harrison, 2010, p. 8) in their proposals for a radical 
materialist ontology. 
 
In this study, I reject the dichotomy between the symbolic order and materiality of the world and choose 
to conceptualise material-discursive as a continuum instead. Jørgensen and Phillips (2002) challenge the 
notion that anything can be “just discourse” (p. 178). They show how by providing the “conditions of 
possibility for actions”, social worlds produce effects in “just as firm a way as the physical world” 
(Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002, p. 178). Equally, Barad (2007) accedes that “discursive practices are specific 
material (re)configurings of the world through which the determination of boundaries, properties, and 
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meanings is differentially enacted” (p. 148). Thus, even though she seeks to decentre the position of 
language by introducing the idea of onto-epistemology, Barad (2007) accepts that language ‘matters’ – 
that it has material effects. Recognising the generative potential of both positions, Davies (2017) attempts 
to reconcile the division, by demonstrating how poststructuralist thought can be considered “as both 
continuous and discontinuous – as dis/continuous” (p. 113) with the new materialist approaches. Drawing 
on Barad to describe dis/continuity as “a cutting together-apart (one move)” (p. 113), Davies (2017) argues 
that new materialist approaches offer “an exciting creative, evolutionary extension of poststructuralist 
thought” rather than “a radical break from it” (p. 113). Davies (2017) concludes that such ‘new’ 
approaches “do not run against poststructuralist philosophy, but with it, at the same time bringing new 
emphases and new priorities” (p. 125). 
 
The differences between theoretical positions that attribute the constitutive role of producing the world to 
discourses (linguistic elements, ideas), and those that place emphasis on what is conceived to be outside 
discourses (non-linguistic elements, material conditions, bodily feelings, people’s actions, 
subconsciousness) create a productive tension that I use as an exploratory methodological frame. 
Throughout this theoretically dis/continuous study, I ‘plug in’ theoretical perspectives that foreground the 
discursive, material or affective aspects of practices. Yet all of them articulate a similar view of the world as 
being continually reproduced through enactments of “largely repetitive activities” (Glynos & Howarth, 
2007, p. 104) – discursive and non-discursive practices. This image of a dynamic and iterative churn of 
meanings, ‘truths’, and practices associated with academic life and collegiality, offers a way to 
conceptualise the slipperiness, or rather, the abundance of meanings, manifestations and practices 
associated with collegiality. The apparent discontinuity between academics’ commitment to collegiality, 
and the perceived lack of collegiality in empirical contexts, becomes not a matter of a methodological 
difficulty but a curious effect of the contingency of social relations worth investigating further. 
 
By connecting and ‘gathering’ the various aspects of collegiality as a phenomenon, including elements of 
discourses and materialities, overlayed with the nuances presented by the various theories, I construct a 
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multifaceted object of enquiry. Thus, I think of collegiality not as a universal concept or value but as a 
multi-layered cluster of instances of utterances, meanings and practices that circulate through discourses 
in cyclical, non-linear processes, involving multiple players in unequal positions (Manathunga, 2014). By 
exploring instances of discursive encounters with collegiality or, put another way, with embodied 
enactments of collegiality in specific material contexts, I engage with collegiality as it unfolds in the socio-
materiality of the world. By doing this, I develop a rich and more imaginative understanding of collegiality 
which, as a heuristic, can enable new insights about academic relations in contemporary universities. 
 
3.5 Excursions into theoretical domains 
In this study, I exercise an intentional non-commitment to a specific theory and do not attempt to 
faithfully enact a particular analytic approach. Jackson and Mazzei (2012) highlight that by “thinking with 
theory as arrested in the threshold” (p. 6), any ‘truth’ created through ‘plugging in’ is temporary – it “can 
escape and transform at any moment” (p. 6). The ‘truths’ I produce about collegiality emerge through 
assembling my inspirations as a researcher, by exploring the conceptual purchase offered by the theories 
that I choose, and aspects of the phenomenon of collegiality that are available to be empirically 
investigated. More reading is frequently the reason for “the shifting ground of the threshold” (Jackson & 
Mazzei, 2012, p. 6) – like Jackson and Mazzei (2012), I move away from themes that are uninteresting or 
that have been extensively explored in the existing higher education research. In my engagement with 
collegiality – with and through postfoundational theory – I seek the possibility of “a new opening, a new 
space” (Jackson & Mazzei, 2012, p. 9). In short, I am curious about alternative ways to make collegiality 
‘matter’. In doing so, I ask what conceptual tools or resources are available to me that bring the 
phenomenon of collegiality to life? How do I determine which theoretical perspectives are worth ‘plugging 
in’ or bringing to ‘matter’ in this study on collegiality? 
 
As I have argued in the previous sections, the shape collegiality takes as an object of enquiry depends on 
how it is assembled through the research process. Seeking to maintain the provisional nature of my own 
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truth claims, in this section I show how ‘plugging in’ different theoretical perspectives offers several 
different configurations of collegiality. In doing so, I move away from conceptualising research as “a linear 
sense of development toward ‘one best way’” (Lather, 2006, p. 36). As I move “across levels of the 
particular and the abstract” in this study, instead of smoothing over the discontinuities, I seek to maintain 
collegiality as an object of enquiry that is fractured, incomplete and open to failure – with “breaks and 
jagged edges” (Lather, 1997, p. 300). Again, the metaphor of a landscape in ruins offers a productive way 
to think about these excursions as taking place on the same conceptual plane, while simultaneously 
challenging our attachment to the notions of “progress, development, normativity, and certainty” (Lewis, 
2017, p. 304). 
 
In addition to seeking theoretical perspectives that help me grapple with the ‘crisis of representation’, as a 
researcher, I am simply drawn to certain theoretical perspectives – some are more fascinating and 
delightful to read than others. The experimental process of ‘plugging in’ various theoretical concepts and 
seeing how they bring collegiality to ‘matter’ differently through an ongoing process of iteration, allows me 
to test different approaches until some configuration of the elements begins to ‘glow’ (MacLure, 2013a). A 
pleasurable engagement with theory, I would argue, inspires a certain kind of affective charge which 
enables me to bring the phenomenon of collegiality into life more vividly. Because it is framed in a 
poststructural paradigm, this study does not aim to arrive at unproblematic and incontestable insights that 
could move the field of higher education forward in practical or even conceptual terms. In his critical 
reading of Patti Lather’s (2007) book Getting lost: Feminist efforts toward a double(d) science, Lewis (2017) 
highlights the importance of “getting lost” in “study” rather than necessarily rushing to “learning” 
something (p. 303). Studying requires us to spend time with the complexity of the phenomenon we are 
investigating, rather than constantly working towards solving problems or resolving conflicts. Lewis (2017) 
argues that such research can help us to get lost rather than “get found” (p. 304). Getting lost in this 
enquiry, with me, is about “return[ing] to and spend[ing] time in the ruins” (Lewis, 2017ki, p. 303). The 
proliferation of theoretical concepts as well as the tensions, unevenness and disjuncture in this thesis is, 
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indeed, “a performance of what it is like to stumble on and around the research-ability of research” (Lewis, 
2017, p. 303). 
 
In the sections that follow, I explain the various theoretical perspectives that I use to engage with the 
empirical phenomenon of collegiality, highlighting how they allow me to ask questions about collegiality 
differently. Each section starts with a puzzle or a paradox about the phenomenon of collegiality that I have 
observed in the early stages of my research. I then explain how each of theoretical frameworks that I work 
with allows me to reconfigure the typical ways of understanding collegiality. The full complexity of the 
theoretical perspectives that I ‘plug in’ and the analytical purchase they offer unfolds in Chapters 5, 6 and 
7. 
 
3.5.1 Performances of collegiality: Foucault and Butler 
In the early stages, I was intrigued by the dominant higher education research narrative that the erosion of 
collegiality is a result of the rise of managerial regimes in universities. There is a grim picture of the demise 
of collegiality, depicting how the ‘traditional’ academic ideals have been replaced with ‘market’, 
‘enterprise’ or ‘economic’ values. While I questioned the veracity of such interpretations, I was also eager 
to understand the mechanisms that enabled this explanatory narrative to become the principal ‘truth’ 
about academic life in contemporary universities. Foucault’s notion of discourse provides an important 
conceptual tool for exploring the formation of such ‘truths’. 
 
Employing Foucault’s notion of discourse, the academy can be thought of as a dynamic configuration of 
power relations, where collegiality is circulated. Through this process, a range of ‘truths’ about academic 
work is produced. One ‘truth’ that emerges through this process is that universities are understood as 
institutions where collegiality is exercised, and those situated in the academy are expected to enact 
collegial practices. Importantly, Foucault (1978) stresses that discourses are not monolithic power 
mechanisms. It follows then, that collegiality is not an unproblematic singular category that is imposed on 
individuals working in the academy in ways that restrict their ability to exercise free will or choose to act 
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differently. While discourses constrain “what is possible to think and say” (Manathunga, 2014, p. 77), they 
also enable the production of knowledge, the exercise of power and the capacity to take up a variety of 
subject positions. Indeed, the very possibility that academics act collegially (which can be personally 
rewarding and socially desirable) is determined by the availability of collegiality as a discursive category 
that permits us to name certain behaviours as collegial and identify them as ‘good’. Indeed, Foucault 
(1978) argues that we should not imagine the world as “divided between accepted discourse and excluded 
discourse, or between the dominant discourse and the dominated one; but as a multiplicity of discursive 
elements that can come into play in various strategies” (p. 100). At any given moment, multiple 
components of various discourses circulate simultaneously, some gain dominance, while others become 
marginal in a cyclical, non-linear circulation that involves multiple players in unequal positions 
(Manathunga, 2014). 
 
A Foucauldian conception of discourses as “a series of discontinuous segments whose tactical function is 
neither uniform nor stable” (Foucault, 1978, p. 100) also allows me to challenge the typical portrayal of 
academic relations as a clash between collegial values and dominant managerial discourses. Foucault’s 
theorising of discourses permits a more dynamic picture of the ongoing interactions and negotiations that 
take place in universities, with collegiality as one of the many discursive elements available to academics. 
 
Extending the Foucauldian genealogy approach and its focus on the “production of truth through power” 
(Foucault, 1980, p. 93), Butler’s (1993) work on performativity explores how social norms and categories 
within discourse constitute subjectivities, by making them legitimate or viable “within the domain of 
cultural intelligibility” (p. 2). Collegiality, understood through this lens, can be seen as a discursive category 
that defines, regulates and legitimises academic subjectivities. To perform an intelligible subjectivity in an 
academic domain where collegiality is construed as a desirable characteristic, individuals are expected to 
enact collegiality in ways that allow them to be recognised as legitimate academics. 
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Similar to Foucault, Butler (1993) argues that social categories are not just imposed upon individuals by 
external powers that govern social life. Instead, norms are produced through performative repetition of 
categories and conventions, as well as the very subjects that are being shaped by those norms. Through 
iterative performances of collegiality by a multiplicity of actors, collegiality becomes sedimented as a norm 
that academics must continue to perform, to remain intelligible in the academy. In other words, the notion 
of collegiality emerges through discursive performances that “create the thing itself” (Davies, 2017, p. 
118). Importantly, change and agency are enabled by the very same “reiterative or rearticulatory practice, 
immanent to power” (Butler, 1993, p. 15). Various instances of collegiality performed through repetition 
are not identical to each other, which effectively opens up the meaning of collegiality for contestation. “It 
is precisely the repetition of that play that establishes as well the instability of the very category that it 
constitutes” (Butler, 1996, p. 375). 
 
In ‘working the ruins’ of collegiality with Butler and Foucault, I approach collegiality as a discursive 
category that persists through performative and iterative mechanisms of enacting academic subjectivities 
in contemporary academic contexts. In particular, Butler’s line of thinking allows me to consider the ways 
collegiality is implicated in the performances of academic subjectivities that are recognisable and 
acceptable in a given milieu. By drawing on these theoretical perspectives, I move away from a 
representation of collegiality as a static entity (or some sort of fixed reality), to focus on the role it plays in 
the dynamic processes of discursive circulation and academic subjectivity formation. Instead of focusing 
on the ‘truths’ about collegiality, I am able to explore “the rules by which truth is produced” (Lather, 1997, 
p. 300). Through ‘plugging in’ these two theoretical perspectives, I am “examining the functions and 
effects” (p. 6) of collegiality in shaping (our understandings of) academic work and academic subjectivities, 
in order to question the typical explanatory structures or “grids of regularity” (St Pierre & Pillow, 2000, p. 
6) in academic structures and relations. 
 
I expand on Foucault’s and Butler’s theoretical perspectives in Chapter 5, where I apply them to examine a 
recent case of a public debate about the nature and purpose of academic work. It erupted in response to a 
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university administration’s attempt to integrate externally developed MOOC content to ‘enrich’ education 
provision in a public university in the US. In putting to work Foucault’s and Butler’s theorising, I detail the 
mechanisms through which collegiality is tactically summoned to negotiate the legitimacy of academic 
subjectivities performed by the various players in the MOOC case. I show how the notion of collegiality is 
better understood, not as a static ideal that is enacted by individuals, but as a discursive category that 
produces academic subjectivities in relation to each other. 
 
3.5.2 Dimensions of collegial practices: Glynos and Howarth’s logics framework 
In my reading and exploration of collegiality, I was intrigued by an observation that despite academics’ 
apparent commitment to collegiality as a unitary ideal, situated enactments of collegiality in practical 
contexts were varied. In examining avenues for an empirical engagement with the phenomenon of 
collegiality, I sought ways to encapsulate this plurality of expressions, without reducing them to a single 
category or reproducing a fantasmatic attachment to collegiality as a unitary ‘good thing’. Yet in ‘working 
the ruins’ of collegiality, I did not want to resort to descriptions of contingent collegial practices as 
representations of ‘truths’ about collegiality either. 
 
By ‘plugging in’ Glynos and Howarth’s (2007) logics framework, I have been able to make sense of the 
multiplicity of enactments of collegial relations in specific contexts, without resorting to a metanarrative of 
collegiality. Glynos and Howarth (2007) construct a social ontology that emerges through enactments of 
discursive practices – the “ongoing, routinized forms of human and societal reproduction” (p. 104). 
Practices are conceptualised as “largely repetitive activities that do not typically entail a strong notion of 
self-reflexivity” or questioning of “rules animating these practices” (Glynos & Howarth, 2007, p. 104). Thus, 
social arrangements in universities could be seen as being reproduced, in part, through routine 
performances of collegial practices (although in their multiple situated forms) by actors who do not 
typically question the purpose of these practices. 
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The important addition that Glynos and Howarth (2007) make to the theoretical perspectives explored 
earlier is their notion of logics, highlighting how seemingly diverse practices of collegiality can be governed 
by similar rules or logics. Rather than observing the empirical phenomenon of collegiality and reporting it 
‘as it is’, the focus of a study that employs this perspective is to discern the “purposes, rules and self-
understandings of a practice” (p. 277) – in other words, to ask what “makes that practice ‘work’ or ‘tick’” 
(Glynos, 2008, p. 277). By maintaining a postfoundational stance, Glynos and Howarth (2007) steer clear of 
positioning logics as universalising causal laws. Instead, they describe their approach to logics as exploring 
“the rules or grammar of the practice, as well as the conditions which make the practice both possible and 
vulnerable” (Glynos & Howarth, 2007, p. 136). Thus, by focusing on the logics of practices, the goal is not 
to go “deeper” (p.63) or identify causes for why collegial practices are enacted in these ways, but to 
explore “how things are done and the implications of [these] actions” (Petersen, 2015a, p. 67). The logics 
approach is the main analytic tool I apply to my empirical investigation of collegiality practices in Chapter 
6. 
 
Similar to Foucault’s and Butler’s theories, the notion of the radical contingency of social relations is at the 
heart of Glynos and Howarth’s (2007) social ontology. Essentially, it is the understanding that all social 
arrangements are infinitely contestable. Glynos and Howarth (2007) conceptualise practices not only as 
iterative, but also as “articulatory” (p. 104). They describe how through practices “human beings […] 
engage in the process of linking together different elements of their social lives in […] projective sequences 
of human action” (Glynos & Howarth, 2007, p. 104). Continuous enactments of practices require “minor 
adjustments and modifications in [their] accomplishment” (Glynos & Howarth, 2007, p. 105). Through this 
ongoing collective iteration and articulation of social order, opportunities for contestation and negotiation 
of sedimented practices open up as well. Possibilities for contestation tend to arise through dislocation – 
“a moment when the subject’s mode of being is experienced as disrupted” (Glynos & Howarth, 2007, p. 
110). Dislocatory experiences can “reveal the contingency of taken-for-granted social practices, 
highlighting the fact that the existing system represents only one way of organizing social relations 
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amongst others” (Glynos & Howarth, 2007, p.104). In this way, the logics conceptual framework has much 
in common with the other theoretical perspectives explored earlier. 
 
Glynos and Howarth (2007) propose a spatial representation of the relationship between the four 
dimensions of social practices. It is a useful starting point to begin asking questions about the range of 
alternative responses available to individuals facing the contingency of social relations (Figure 1). 
 
Figure 1. Four dimensions of social relations 
 
On the vertical axis, drawing on the post-Marxist tradition, Glynos and Howarth (2007) situate the political 
and social dimensions of practices. The political dimension involves a public contestation of social norms, 
in which taken-for-granted truths about social practices are publicly called into question, whereas the 
social dimension is foregrounded through routinised everyday practices that actively absorb or prevent 
such public contestation (Glynos & Howarth, 2007, p. 111). The ideological and ethical dimensions of social 
relations are situated on the horizontal axis. Ethical responses to dislocatory experiences demonstrate 
“generalised sensitivity or attentiveness to the always-already dislocated character of existing social 
relations” (Glynos & Howarth, 2007, p. 110). In contrast, ideological responses aim to produce 
obviousness, normality and closure by active forgetting or complicity in concealing the contingency of 
social relations (Glynos & Howarth, 2007, p. 111). 
91 
 
  
Glynos and Howarth’s (2007) positioning of the dimensions of social relations in a visual/spatial 
arrangement provides a way to interrogate how contingent practices of collegiality could be plotted along 
these axes. In Chapter 6, I utilise this spatial representation to discern the logics that underpin various 
collegial practices and map them in relation to the dimensions proposed by Glynos and Howarth (2007). 
Such a cartographic/mapping approach offers one way to prise apart collegiality as a single category and 
articulate a range of different logics that underpin a multiplicity of enactments of collegiality. By depicting 
collegiality as a set of relationships or mini-narratives, “rather than as a sum of individual statements” 
(Ringer, 1990, p. 275, as cited in Paulston & Liebman, 1996, p. 10) on a single map, I can accommodate 
“seeming incommensurables” (Paulston & Liebman, 1996, p. 23). In this way, I move towards dismantling 
the metanarrative of collegiality, to reveal “the multiple small narratives previously hidden in the invisible 
space of modernist social science” (Paulston & Liebman, 1996, p. 9). By accommodating a multiplicity of 
(sometimes incommensurable) perspectives, positionings and relationships, in Chapter 6 I offer a 
reconfigured picture of collegiality – a “space in which to arrange competing knowledge claims to reveal 
their interrelatedness” (Paulston & Liebman, 1996, p. 24). Importantly, the logics of collegiality practices 
that I articulate in this study and the ways I position them on the map are provisional – it is one possible 
reading of collegiality that is open for reinterpretation and redrawing. 
 
Finally, the cartographic/mapping approach to analysis that I take in Chapter 6 helps me to ‘work the 
ruins’, by moving away from representation of ‘truths’ about collegiality and the notions of voice and 
authenticity that haunt academics’ accounts (Mazzei & Jackson, 2008). A social cartographic approach 
(Paulston & Liebman, 1996) decentres the notion of an academic subject as an enactor of a metanarrative 
of collegiality. By emphasising the collective and contextual experiences and practices of collegiality 
through mapping, I highlight the multiplicity of mini-narratives and micro-practices of collegiality. In this 
way, utilising Glynos and Howarth’s (2007) theoretical perspective allows me to further develop a 
postfoundational “ontological stance and a grammar of concepts, with a particular research ethos” (Glynos 
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& Howarth, 2007, p. 7) by “oppos[ing] depth, finality, and interiority” (Dreyfus and Rabinow, 1983, p. 107, 
as cited in Petersen, 2015a, p. 64) in my research. 
 
3.5.3 Collegial affects and attunements: non-representational theories and Ahmed 
Yet another challenge that I had to confront in the early stages of this research was the need to grapple 
with various dimensions in how collegiality is understood – as a behaviour, ideal, practice, structure, 
culture and so on. In particular, I sought ways to bridge what I perceived as a disconnect between 
collegiality as a rhetoric on the one hand, and a felt experienced reality on the other – “on one side, over 
there, the world, the really real, all ‘things coarse and subtle’, and on the other, in here, the really made-
up, the representations and signs which give meaning and value” (Anderson & Harrison, 2010, p. 6). While 
the discursive orientation of the postfoundational theorists I have outlined so far enables an exploration of 
collegiality as it is brought to life through collective processes of discursive circulation, their analytical 
strength is primarily in examining the formation of social structures, categories and social norms. The 
conceptual tools they offer do not lend easily to exploring how collegiality is experienced in academic 
contexts. In particular, I felt that aspects of academic relations that are ‘not-yet’ discursive – the felt but 
not articulated conceptions of collegiality – could be overlooked, due to the focus on linguistic practices. 
Fulton (1990), as cited in Barad (2007), asserts that “nothing will unfold for us unless we move toward 
what looks to us like nothing” (p. 9). Seeking a new perspective on academic relations, in my final 
excursion, I venture into a theoretical domain that allows me to explore aspects of collegiality that have 
the qualities that Anderson and Harrison (2010) characterise as “almost-not quite” (p. 13). 
 
To explore these indefinite dimensions of collegiality, I draw on a range of thinkers who attribute the 
constitutive power in creating social worlds (or just ‘worlds’) primarily to non-discursive conditions. While 
these theorists do not provide a single framework to work with, they adopt a broadly new materialist 
orientation. In Chapter 7, I borrow from non-representational theories that build on Deleuzian thought (for 
example, Anderson & Harrison, 2010; Thrift, 2008), but also a cultural theorist and feminist, Sara Ahmed 
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(2014). These perspectives offer powerful conceptual tools for understanding non-discursive dimensions 
of social relations. 
 
From this theoretical angle, (social) worlds are seen as being reproduced through a reciprocal and iterative 
process of enactment. Returning to the discursive-non-discursive continuum that I have discussed in 
Section 3.4, these theorists foreground the non-discursive aspects of practices and argue that order, 
meaning and, by extension, forms of normativity emerge from practices and being in the world (Anderson 
& Harrison, 2010). For example, Vannini (2012) observes that “people do not mentally construct the world 
through cognition, and then act. They do not ‘attach meaning’ to the world, as if the world awaited their 
plans and schemes for its genesis” (slide 11). Instead, “everything takes-part and in taking-part, takes-
place: everything happens, everything acts” (Anderson & Harrison, 2010, p. 14). As Anderson and Harrison 
(2010) articulate, in non-representational theories 
 
humans are envisioned in constant relations of modification and reciprocity with their environs, 
action being understood not as a one way street running from the actor to the acted upon, from 
the active to the passive or mind to matter, but as a relational phenomenon incessantly looping 
back and regulating itself through feedback phenomena (p. 7). 
 
It follows then that the meanings of collegiality do not first exist in a “structuring symbolic order” (p. 7) but 
emerge from enactments of collegial practices “in contingent practical contexts” through reciprocal 
interactions (Anderson & Harrison, 2010, p.7). Therefore, such theorising implies that collegiality is 
immanent to academic practices and that we cannot think of collegiality as a transcendent ideal outside of 
the ongoing doings, enactments, interactions, performances and productions of academic work. By 
presenting such a dynamic ontology of social relations, these theoretical perspectives allow me to explore 
the mechanisms of ongoing reciprocal and relational formation of the academy. Thought about in this way, 
collegiality emerges as a felt reality “from the active, productive, and continual weaving of the multiplicity 
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of bits and pieces” (Lingis, 1994, p. 155, as cited in Anderson & Harrison, 2010, p. 8) of academic work, as 
enacted in practical contexts. 
 
To engage with the non-discursive aspects of collegiality as a felt reality, I turn to affect theories. While 
they constitute their own theoretical field, with contested definitions, histories and a multiplicity of ways 
of examining the world, the particular conceptual tools that I am borrowing are the notions of affect itself 
(Massumi, 2002) and attunement (Ahmed, 2014). Affect is typically defined as a pre-personal, pre-
subjective and pre-discursive body’s capacity to affect and be affected (Massumi, 2002) – a reciprocal 
body’s entanglement with the world. Importantly, affects are not attributes or feelings experienced or 
generated through actions of an individual – they are basic pre-personal capacities to connect – affect and 
be affected – by the various bodies and components in a given environment. The world, therefore, is 
“always-already affective” (Anderson, 2006, p. 736). While related to the notion of emotions or feelings, 
affects do not carry a particular “subjective content”, and only acquire “the quality of a [personal] 
experience” through “fixing” them in language (Massumi, 2002, p. 28). In this way, I can approach 
collegiality as a particular kind of differentiated affect that emerges in the academy, through and from, 
academic practices that are reliant on the pre-existing relationality academics have with each other in 
contexts that they work in. By conceptualising collegiality in this way, I ask questions about the 
mechanisms that strengthen or weaken bodies’ capacities to affect and be affected in academic contexts 
and how collegiality is implicated in this process. 
 
Anderson (2017) explores how affects can come together to collectively “form part of the conditions of 
life” (p. 103), whereby they can be understood environmentally as moods, “structures of feeling” or 
“atmospheres” (p. 103) of particular socio-material configurations. Attunement is one theoretical tool that 
allows me to understand how individuals might ‘resonate’ with their environments or, in other words, 
connect to the surrounding collective affects. For example, individuals “may feel the atmosphere of a 
room or be able to tune into the mood of the contemporary condition” (Anderson, 2017, p. 103). Drawing 
on a feminist framing, Ahmed’s (2014) critical examination of attunement provides a useful frame for 
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examining how collegiality as a felt reality positions bodies differently within the academy. In doing so, 
some academic bodies are afforded more capacity to affect and be affected than others. In Chapter 7, I 
draw on this theoretical framing to explore the affective dimensions of collegial relations and to furnish 
details on how the phenomenon of collegiality is “relationally constituted” (Anderson & Harrison, 2010, p. 
16). In particular, I examine the academics’ capacity to attune to certain collective affects in the 
contemporary academy by enacting collegial practices. 
 
Theorists from the new materialist ‘tribe’ ‘work the ruins’ by troubling the ingrained preoccupation with 
representation through language. They do so by explicitly focusing on non-discursive practices and 
recognising that non-human participants play a role in bringing about certain (affective) configurations of 
the world. Thinking about collegiality through the concept of attunement offers a fresh reading of the 
troubled exclusionary history of collegiality, opening up possibilities for new configurations of collegiality 
that could serve the much more diverse academy of today. 
 
3.6 The iterative work of generating hope  
The differences between the various theoretical concepts that I engage with in this study create a 
heterogeneous methodological and analytical framework. Each of theoretical perspectives that I embrace 
presents an iterative picture of the collective reproduction of social worlds through discourses and 
practices. In contrast to the more traditional research on collegiality in terms of values, ideals or moral 
principles prevalent in the higher education research, as outlined in Chapter 2, the frameworks explored in 
this chapter suggest that collegiality cannot be thought about as being outside, above or beyond practices 
or discourses about academic work. 
 
Whereas much of social science research focuses on how the existing social arrangements are reproduced, 
by engaging with the theoretical perspectives outlined in this chapter, I move away from the typical 
explanations of collegiality towards a more vibrant reading of academic relations. The frameworks 
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explored in this chapter highlight the contingency of social relations, opening up the possibility for 
contestation of sedimented rules and structures. Through attending to “the difference, divergence and 
differentiation” (p. 22) that various enactments of collegiality “open up or may open up” (Anderson & 
Harrison, 2010, p. 22), I explore how a different, more socially just academy could emerge. This thesis 
could be seen as a pursuit of “the affirmation of hope, rooted in the ordinary micro-practices of everyday 
life” – hope as “a way of dreaming up possible futures: an anticipatory virtue that permeates our lives and 
activates them” (Braidotti, 2013, p. 192). 
 
3.7 Concluding reflections 
In this chapter, I have laid out the theoretical framing of this research anchored in poststructural / 
postfoundational theories. In ‘working the ruins’ of humanism, I have developed a framework for 
investigating collegiality by carrying out a series of ‘excursions’ into theoretical domains. Rather than 
seeking a unified framing of collegiality, I see this study as part of the iterative ongoing work of sense-
making, which involves ‘plugging in’ theories, the empirical phenomenon of collegiality, and my own 
perceptions as a researcher, in order to create new readings on collegiality. I also outlined the premise for 
the theoretical perspectives that I utilise in the three analysis chapters in this thesis. In the next chapter, I 
describe the methodological approaches I have used for the empirical engagement with the phenomenon 
of collegiality. 
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Chapter 4: Methodologies of Plurality 
The theoretical underpinnings of my exploration of collegiality are outlined in the previous chapter. In 
Chapter 4, I explain the methodological approaches that I use to wrestle with the ‘crisis of representation’ 
in my empirical engagement with collegiality as a phenomenon. I outline my iterative approach and explain 
the specific methodological choices I have made to explore collegiality as both a discursive category and a 
practice. 
 
In adopting a postfoundational stance, I challenge the view that research is linear, and I move away from 
conceptualising research as discovering ‘truths’ about the empirical phenomenon of collegiality. However, 
producing this chapter requires me to fashion a seamless account, explaining my methodological choices 
so they appear to be coherent and well-reasoned. I feel uneasy about devising an audit trail for this study, 
as my research journey did not resemble a neat chronological sequence of methodological steps. Some 
scholars argue that research work is more fragmented and iterative than the way it tends to be presented 
in public-facing research outputs (Petersen, 2015b). Indeed, this has been the case in my research too: the 
many turns I took in this study got me somewhere, but perhaps not where I initially thought I was going. 
Indeed, some of the turns I took turned out to be dead ends, and not everything I had planned worked 
out. As a written work, these missteps may be irrelevant; yet they were formative in producing the kind of 
study that emerged, and in shaping the phenomenon of collegiality that I have assembled. 
 
I return to the experimental process of ‘plugging in’ that I described previously. Throughout my research, 
rather than following a linear path, I engage in an iterative process of experimentation, searching for a 
configuration of the various elements that would “glow” (MacLure, 2013a, p. 658). In this process, I utilise 
data ranging from texts to interview accounts, which help me to produce multi-layered readings of 
collegiality. As I argue in Chapters 1 and 3, this openness to plurality and heterogeneity is precisely what I 
seek through my research. Yet we must consider – under what criteria can this type of research be judged 
as valid, reliable or truthful? 
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Writing from a postfoundational perspective, Petersen (2015b) unapologetically asserts that there is 
no “truth through method” (p. 157). Indeed, Glynos and Howarth (2007) propose that quality in 
postfoundational research arises from persuasion – “the ultimate ‘proof of the pudding’ consists in the 
production of persuasive narratives that better explain problematized phenomena” (Glynos & Howarth, 
2007, p. 191). While the theoretical framing of this thesis frees me from demonstrating how the notions of 
validity, reliability and generalisability are enacted through the methodology I construct, I am interested in 
generating knowledge that is of value to the range of research communities that my work is connected to. 
How can I avoid constructing a relativist or subjectivist study where everything is arbitrary or ‘anything 
goes’? 
 
I turn to the notion of “catalytic validity” (E. B. Petersen, personal communication, 15 May 2011) as a way 
of evaluating the quality of my research. Instead of asking whether I have chosen the right methods to 
generate accurate ‘truths’ about collegiality or whether my ‘findings’ can be generalised and reproduced 
elsewhere, I am more concerned about asking whether my research is interesting – “does it inspire you, 
does it animate or move you?” (E. B. Petersen, personal communication, 15 May 2011). In other words, 
rather than aiming to produce something that is ‘true’ about collegiality, I am more interested in “whether 
it rings true”, or rather, “whether this new reading is interesting” (E. B. Petersen, personal communication, 
15 May 2011). 
 
In the sections below, I outline the approaches that I use for engaging with collegiality as an empirical 
phenomenon. 
 
4.1 Studying collegiality as a discursive category 
There are many sites where I could empirically examine collegiality as a discursive category that circulates 
in discourses about academic work. How do I choose one that is most fruitful for this study? 
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While a Foucauldian theorisation of discourses is often used to analyse public texts as discursive entities 
that capture social meanings (for example, policy documents or marketing campaigns (Fairclough, 1993)), 
collegiality does not feature in such documents beyond generic platitudes. I critique the tendency to 
circulate collegiality as an unproblematically ‘good thing’ that glosses over the plurality of its enactments 
in Chapter 2. To detail the effects that collegiality produces as it circulates through discourses about 
academic work, I required a practical context, where collegiality was called upon to produce certain 
‘truths’ about universities. 
 
Ozga (2000), as cited in Petersen (2015b), describes how “research projects tend to spring from the 
hunches that researchers develop as they travel along the discursive webs we have come to know as the 
social world” (p. 150). The specific incident that involved collegiality in discursive exchange about the 
nature and purpose of universities came to my attention through my broad reading and immersion in the 
higher education research and practice. Sensitised to the ways we tend to indiscriminately use the notion 
of collegiality in everyday contexts, I noticed how collegiality was called upon in the San José State 
University (SJSU) academics’ open letter to Professor Michael Sandel (The Department of Philosophy, 
2013), to establish a certain kind of reality about contemporary universities. As the debate about the 
implications of using MOOCs in public education erupted into the public sphere and more players became 
involved, many of them questioning the nature of collegiality that SJSU academics appealed to, I saw this 
incident as a productive site for my study. 
 
To get a grasp on this debate, I draw on a range of texts distributed across various genres, formats and 
mediums: media statements, open letters, research reports, blog posts, opinion pieces, and social media 
contributions, which capture the fragmented utterances expressed by various players. Rather than being 
seen as definitive representations of participants’ ethical or political positions, these texts are better 
understood as fleeting fragments of discourses that are in conversation with each other, where meaning 
resides not in any particular text but emerges through their interconnections with each other, positioning 
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them as being “open to the production of multiple meanings” (Kelly, 2013, p. 74). How can I assemble 
these distributed texts productively, to examine the role of collegiality in this public exchange? 
 
Domingo et al.’s (2014) conceptualisation of blogs as research “sites” that are “comprised of social and 
textual interaction” (p. 4) offers one way to grapple with the methodology for assembling a context for this 
enquiry. They argue that such “sites” are not “discovered”, but “constructed” by researchers, “since online 
space is vast” (p. 4) and consists of a multiplicity of “relationships and connections” (Domingo et al., 2014, 
p. 4). It follows then, that the job of a researcher is not only to assemble the range of “disorderly” texts 
that are “interconnected” and “intricately interrelated with ‘the world’” (Kelly, 2013, p. 74) but also to 
exercise judgement over what is included and what is excluded, in order to establish the boundaries of 
such a research ‘site’. As I have discussed earlier, Barad (2007) describes such acts of determining the 
boundaries and properties of entities within a phenomenon as performing “cuts” (p.148) that establish 
“what matters and what is excluded from mattering” (p. 394). But what methodological devices are 
available in making such judgements? 
 
In assembling this case, I reject the naive empiricism implicit in many systematic approaches and 
frequently utilised in social research, to ‘discover’ texts that are relevant to an enquiry. In such 
descriptions of systematic ‘data’ collection, for example, it is common practice to explain the search terms 
used, the numbers of websites accessed and the categories used to organise this ‘data’. If I was to follow 
such an approach in constructing this case, I would imply that ‘truths’ about collegiality can be produced 
through a careful method of ‘discovery’. Maintaining my commitment to ‘working the ruins’, I accept that 
this research inevitably starts by ‘plugging in’ my perception of the (relevance of) events. In collecting the 
texts for this exploration, I have myself become part of the picture or the ‘truth’ that is being produced 
about collegiality. Rather than seeing my own judgement as a methodological weakness that needs to be 
‘bracketed out’, from my theoretical stance I argue that all data (even scientistic ‘objective’ data) is 
“always already shaped by an embodied, positioned someone” (Petersen, 2013, p. 297). 
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So, following my sense of “wonder” (p. 229), I have pulled together disparate discursive threads that have 
“the capacity to animate further thought” (MacLure, 2013b, p. 229). I did this by collecting and reading a 
large set of media texts and tracing the hyperlinks between them. While conversations branched out over 
a multiplicity of media outlets and blog sites, The Chronicle of Higher Education (TCHE), which initially 
posted the open letter by the SJSU academics, was the central site for ‘data collection’. As the events 
unfolded, TCHE provided a platform for multiple divergent interpretations to come together, enabling 
various perspectives to interact with each other. Yet, the boundaries around this event were porous, with 
various texts referencing each other, and participants extending the conversation threads to other cases or 
causes they deemed relevant. Making sense of this rather chaotic online exchange, in Chapter 5, I present 
an account of events as if they unfolded in a neat chronological order. Grappling with the ‘crisis of 
representation’, my aim in assembling this case is not to represent the ‘true’ unfolding of the events, but 
to create a scene that enables an interrogation of the discursive moves employed by the various players. 
The act of ‘data collection’ in this instance, is more akin to ‘creation’. As argued by Petersen (2013), I 
position my narrative account of the MOOC incident, perhaps more accurately, in the domain of “creata” 
(p.297), rather than ‘data’. 
 
Undoubtedly, these online traces and public statements were also reflections of many other conversations 
that took place in universities, “over the water-cooler, in corridors”, in meetings, “in cars, [privately] over 
the internet” (Sayers & Jones, 2015, p. 108). Yet, even though this public debate is composed of 
ephemeral online texts, it is no less ‘real’ than the events that unfolded “out there” (Jørgensen & Phillips, 
2002, p. 5) in universities. In other words, these texts are not just discursive representations of the actual 
events that played out in physical locations. By ‘plugging in’ Foucault’s and Butler’s theoretical concepts 
into the MOOC case, I explore in detail how this public exchange provided “conditions of possibility for 
actions” (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002, p. 178) by a multiplicity of players. I show how by circulating in 
discourses about academic work, collegiality had ‘real’ effects on academic subjectivities, producing 
certain kinds of behaviours and a specific type of social reality within the academy. 
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4.2 Engaging with collegiality as practice 
In Chapters 6 and 7, I turn specifically to examine the practices of collegiality, as enacted in contemporary 
Australian and New Zealand/Aotearoa universities. To do this, I draw on another large set of texts, 
generated through in-depth semi-structured interviews with fifteen individuals situated in a range of 
academic settings. The choice of this particular geographical location is largely for convenience: access to 
interview participants and my own familiarity with the everyday realities in Australian universities.  
Despite being limited by its geographical location, the insights arising through this study speak to the 
broader concerns about transformations in academic labour over the last few decades, contributing to the 
field of critical university studies (Williams, 2012). 
 
I chose a rather traditional method – interviewing participants to glean insights about their own 
enactments of collegiality – even though my interest was in collegiality practices. While I am interested in 
how collegiality is ‘done’ in specific academic contexts, I argue that collegial practices cannot be 
‘objectively’ observed without “some reference to – or passage through – the self-interpretations of 
subjects” (Glynos & Howarth, 2007, p. 172). Any experience of collegiality encompasses a discursive layer 
of meanings associated with it; thus, collegial practices are dependent on “our interpretation of reality” 
(Glynos & Howarth, 2007, p. 55). Indeed, discursive constructions of the meanings of collegiality can be 
seen as playing an active part in the “co-fabrication of worlds” (p. 14) – discursive practices “enact worlds, 
rather than being simple go-betweens tasked with re-presenting some pre-existing order or force” 
(Anderson & Harrison, 2010, p. 14). 
 
I used semi-structured interviews as a familiar and simple way to organise research method, requiring 
limited time for participants. Semi-structured interviews provided opportunities for participants to 
describe their collegial practices, as well as offer their interpretations and reasoning for enacting them in 
particular ways. Rather than seeing this method as a one-way extraction of pre-existing or preformed 
‘truths’ about collegiality, I conceptualise semi-structured interviews as a genre of dialogue between a 
researcher and a research participant that enables a reciprocal and discursive construction of meaning 
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(Clegg & Stevenson, 2013). Responding to challenges posed by ‘crisis of representation’, I view participants 
accounts of collegiality practices articulated through these interviews as performative. In my analysis, I aim 
to “redirect attention from the posited meaning towards the material compositions and conduct of 
representations” (Anderson & Harrison, 2010, p. 14-15), rather than considering these stories as 
representations of reality. 
 
4.2.1 Accounts of collegial practices  
I interviewed seventeen individuals across six Australian universities in three states (New South Wales, 
Victoria and Queensland) and one university in New Zealand/Aotearoa. The interviewees were embedded 
in both traditional academic departments and faculties, as well as sites that were adjacent to academic 
work as traditionally understood, for example, university libraries or central staff development units. The 
interviewees were both academic and general staff, situated across levels of institutional hierarchies, from 
a Deputy Vice-Chancellor, a Head of Department, a Chair of Academic Board and Professors in disciplinary 
contexts, to a casual academic staff member and a student representative in university governance. By 
selecting these diverse positionings within the academy, my aim was to explore how collegiality was 
embedded in a range of academic activities, some seemingly central, others more marginal to the broader 
social dynamics of the contemporary academy (Gerrard, 2015). 
 
In seeking participants from across academic disciplines, institutional hierarchies and various parts of the 
university, I decided to employ a targeted approach to participant recruitment, partly because of the lack 
of a mechanism to issue a broad invitation to participants. I started by identifying specific individuals 
across academic contexts, whose commitment to collegial practices was publicly known. The collegial 
reputation of such academics was often formally recognised, for example, through teaching or research 
awards, leadership roles in research mentoring schemes and so on. Some individuals were identified 
informally through word of mouth or following the advice of supervisors. Others were approached directly, 
due to their position in the academic hierarchy (e.g. Chair of Academic Board and Deputy Vice-Chancellor). 
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By identifying and inviting specific individuals who were known for collegial practices, I was hoping to 
move away from abstract conceptualisations or idealistic notions of collegiality to probe more concrete 
practices. I anticipated that participants would already have an articulated and enacted perspective on 
collegiality, enabling them to explain their views through examples of collegial practices, rather than 
resorting to generic platitudes to justify their positions. The only interview that resulted from a broader 
call for participation that was circulated via a learning and teaching-oriented staff mailing list at one 
university, was with a participant who worked in a casual teaching-oriented role. This participant was not 
publicly known for his practices, yet he was able to provide an important perspective on collegiality from 
his position within the academy. 
 
In selecting study participants, I have categorised the collegial initiatives that individuals were known for 
into clusters around teaching, research, academic governance and engagement (conceptualised as 
individuals’ collegial networks and practices transcending the boundaries of the academy), with the aim to 
explore collegial practices in all of these domains. I also approached academics across a range of 
disciplines. I specifically sought out participants in Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics 
(STEM) contexts, in part driven by my desire to move outside of the Humanities and Social Sciences (HASS) 
academic contexts that I was overly familiar with. I hoped that by exploring collegiality practices in more 
‘foreign’ contexts, I would be able to notice something interesting, other than what looked like ‘normal’ 
academic practices. However, I did not seek a sample of participants that were representative of a specific 
composition of the academy. In approaching specific individuals across a broad range of academic 
contexts, I sought rich insights about collegiality practices experienced by individuals at different levels of 
academic status (or precarity). 
 
Of the eighteen targeted invitations, seventeen individuals agreed to participate in the study. The 
eighteenth individual agreed to participate initially, but as sometimes happens, could not find a timeslot in 
his schedule. One of the interviewees who was travelling to my university for another event, made a point 
of changing her flight to arrive half a day earlier, when she heard that I was working part-time and would 
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have to organise childcare to conduct the interview, if she kept to her original schedule. I mention this as 
an example of the generosity with which the majority of participants responded to this study. Indeed, 
participation in this research could be considered in itself an enactment of collegiality. 
 
At the data analysis stage, I decided to use only fifteen interview accounts from the seventeen that I had. 
The two interviews that were excluded were with individuals who had close interactions with the academy 
but were not situated within it themselves. Although these interview accounts provided a perspective on 
the insularity of academic collegiality when viewed from the outside, their accounts felt too far removed 
from enactments of collegial practices, with many points already covered by the existing literature on 
collegiality. Table 1 below lists the pseudonyms of the interviewees, their discipline type (divided into only 
two categories of STEM and HASS, to preserve participants’ anonymity), the domain within which their 
publicly recognised collegial practices were situated (teaching, research, engagement or academic 
governance) and the individual’s position and/or unique setting within the academy. 
 
 Pseudonym Discipline type Domain Position / Setting 
1. Claire STEM Teaching Senior Lecturer, Teaching-intensive 
role 
2. Robert STEM Teaching Casual tutor 
3. Thomas STEM Teaching Professor, Head of Department, 
Leader of a Learning and Teaching 
initiative 
4. Emily HASS Teaching Professor, Leader of a Learning and 
Teaching initiative 
5. Elise HASS Adjacent, Teaching Librarian 
6. Ann HASS Teaching, 
Governance 
Professor, Leader of a Learning and 
Teaching initiative, ex-Chair of 
Academic Board 
7. Rose HASS Teaching, 
Governance 
Professor, Deputy Vice-Chancellor, 
Learning and Teaching 
8. John STEM Governance Professor, Chair, Academic Board 
9. Rebecca HASS Governance  Student representative 
10. Isabelle HASS Research Associate Professor, Journal editor 
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11. Nicholas HASS Research Associate Professor, Open Access 
Journal editor 
12. Alex STEM Research Professor 
13. Cindy HASS Adjacent, Research Lecturer, Research development 
14. Michelle STEM, HASS Research, 
Engagement 
Professor, Director of a Research 
Centre, Leader of a community 
engagement initiative 
15. Stewart HASS Engagement Professor, Leader of a community 
engagement initiative 
Table 1. Interview participants 
 
While the public reputation for collegial practices was my main criterion for selecting the participants, I 
made a further attempt to include a range of disciplinary contexts and domains of academic work. The 
final sample of the participants is interesting to consider more critically. In terms of gender, although there 
were more female than male participants (ten and five respectively), collegiality did not appear to be a 
solely women’s job in the academy. Indeed, while it is widely reported that caring, nurturing and 
supporting responsibilities in universities are relegated to female academics (Gannon et al., 2015), 
collegiality appeared to be an entirely respectable topic to discuss with the highest echelon of male 
academics. All of the male academics who I approached were happy to be interviewed. I explicitly probed 
the historical male privilege in universities in the interviews and was surprised to notice that all the 
participants, including females, focused their feminist critique primarily on the ‘bad old days’. These past 
injustices were typically brushed aside as if they were irrelevant in the contemporary academy. 
 
Perhaps, as it is apparent from this sample, this lack of feminist critique is due to the fact that those who 
are ‘publicly known’ for their collegial practices seem to have done quite well in the academy as it 
currently stands, with eight participants enjoying Professor status (five females and three males); two in 
Associate Professor positions (one male, one female); and some in highly-regarded STEM disciplines, that 
are notoriously exclusionary of female academics. In identifying potential participants, the academic status 
of interviewees was not one of my considerations. My main interest was in the academic domains and the 
various ways that collegiality was understood and negotiated within, and across them. 
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It is only in the later stages of the analysis that it became apparent that by targeting academics who 
tended to have a reputation for exercising collegial practices, I have engaged mostly with the professoriate 
class (which reproduces a view that collegiality is dependent on expertise and a status of a peer that I have 
explored in Chapter 2). Despite the prevalence of high-status academics in my sample, academic precarity 
was a strong theme in the interviews, with many of the participants situated in the highest levels of the 
academy explicitly conceptualising collegial practices as paving the way for others across the academic 
status categories. A different set of collegial practices that were more distributed and less dependent on 
the formal academic structures were described by those in more precarious positions (such as casual 
tutors or those in adjacent fields of practice, e.g. in central academic development units). 
 
A major absence in my study is the question of race. Only one of the participants (one in a relatively 
precarious academic position) was not white, or indeed, not of Anglo-Australian/New Zealand background. 
This could be seen as another unintentional outcome of the recruitment strategy I used, reflective of the 
generally exclusionary history of collegiality and the academy itself. Another reason may be that collective 
practices initiated and exercised by academics of colour – in their battle against the many barriers and 
levels of ‘othering’ within the academy – are more likely to be identified as something other than 
collegiality – ‘indigenous self-determination’, ‘ decolonisation’, ‘multilingual academic identities’ or similar 
concepts. My participant recruitment strategy hinged on academic practices being recognised as collegial, 
and thus it might have screened out many other practices and collective organising that challenge the 
history of colonial-settler relations in Australian and New Zealand/Aotearoa universities. While these 
excluded practices and the challenges they pose to traditionally white male collegiality could be an 
interesting area of exploration in and of themselves, my study is limited in its scope to collegiality as 
conceived and practised in an entirely Western (colonial) tradition. 
 
Six participants were located in large universities serving major metropolitan areas. Only one university 
was relatively smaller and positioned adjacent to a capital city, with no regional universities featured in the 
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study. Three universities can be considered high-status and research-intensive, with the remaining four 
universities being smaller, newer or technical. Through the interviews, it became apparent that academics 
were quite transient in their careers, rarely getting attached to a specific institution and frequently moving 
between universities or even countries, capitalising on their extensive academic networks. The specific 
university where academics found themselves at the time of interview did not seem to play a major role in 
the way they experienced or practised collegiality. Grudges about the rise of managerial influence, the 
intensification of academic labour and diminished opportunities for a secure academic career were 
recurring themes across the interviews. References were frequently made to individuals – role models or 
damaging influences from the past – people who had impacted on the way participants seemed to 
conceptualise and practise collegiality in their current contexts. Only in the specific case of a casual tutor, 
which I explore in detail in Chapter 7, did it seem as though the overall institutional setting had a major 
effect on how collegiality was (not) practised. 
 
4.2.2 The interviews 
I interviewed eight of the participants at, or near, their workplaces. These site visits had an important 
influence in developing my understanding of the ways academic work was materially structured in 
contemporary universities. Swipe card-accessible rooms, areas behind glass doors, elevators, windowless 
offices, noisy offices, generic meeting rooms, cafes and dark cloistered walkways – the range of places 
where collegiality was (or was not) enacted was staggering. The act of arriving at, and being welcomed into 
somebody’s office, could have in itself contributed material for a study on collegiality. I wrote notes about 
my observations and feelings immediately after the interviews; in many instances, noticing the physical 
arrangements and the ways they shaped our interactions. Despite being an important part of my interview 
practice and indirectly informing my analysis, these notes were not within the scope of ‘data’ considered in 
this study. Six of the interviews were conducted remotely via Skype, resulting in a much less embodied 
sense of participants’ practices. Three of the interviews were conducted at a place or in a university 
meeting room organised by me. 
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The semi-structured interviews were approximately an hour long and were recorded using a mini-audio 
recording device. Identified through the literature review, the interview questions probed different 
aspects of collegial practices, behaviours and structures, (see Appendix C for an interview schedule), 
observed or experienced by participants in their academic work. I used the semi-structured interview 
questions as a guide, but allowed the conversations to unfold through dialogue, rather than following a 
prescriptive interview format. While I generally started the interviews by discussing the collegial practices 
that the participants were recognised for, as the conversations unfolded, participants’ descriptions of 
collegial practices broadened and extended into other academic domains. In the majority of interviews, 
less visible collegial practices surfaced too, as well as frustrations, tensions and organisational barriers 
associated with the inability to practice collegiality. More tentative examples of collegiality were shared, 
helping me build a picture of collegiality in Chapters 6 and 7 as a rich collection of situated practices and 
meanings, conceptualised and enacted in complex ways. 
 
The interview recordings were transcribed through the Pacific Solutions transcription service, using a 
format that noted the hesitant speech, pauses, laughter, sighs and other audible non-verbal elements of 
the dialogue. I am mindful that transcription is not a neutral act of rendering text into a different format 
(Mishler, 1991). It requires multiple levels of translation; first, by producing an audio recording of an 
embodied conversation; and second, interpreting it as written text. As a result, transcription decouples the 
embodied meaning-making emerging through a dialogue, substituting it with a one-dimensional text as a 
representation of ‘what happened’. Given that I engaged an external transcription service, to strengthen 
my capacity to notice interesting detail and maintain an analytic openness to multiple readings and 
interpretations of these transcripts, I used my own reflective notes. Being written immediately after the 
interview, these notes captured my affective responses to the interview, supplementing the transcribed 
interview texts. 
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4.2.3 Approach to analysis: collegiality as a heuristic 
By approaching collegiality as a heuristic, I considered collegial practices in the broadest sense, 
intentionally including practices enacted by a diverse range of participants (not only academics). Further, I 
invited examples of both institutional and disciplinary practices that attributed significance to the 
collective aspects of academic work. During the interviews, and in my reading of the transcripts, I was not 
making a judgement about whether a practice that was brought to my attention was collegial or not. In the 
absence of a single definition of collegiality, I engaged with all the accounts of practices evoked by my 
questions, including experiences of the lack of collegiality. Moreover, I deemed all practices that 
characterised academic work as a collective endeavour as relevant to this study, even if research 
participants themselves did not use the word collegiality to describe them, choosing (sometimes 
deliberately so) to talk about collaborations or partnerships instead. 
 
Although my approach to examining these texts did not follow a particular analytic procedure or formula, 
it is probably best described as inspired by the literary approach of “critical reading” or “close reading” 
(Kelly, 2013, p. 72). Over a period of several months (if not years), I immersed myself in multiple readings 
and re-readings of interview transcripts and my own notes, alongside my reading of the theoretical texts 
described in Chapter 3. Reading against the grain, “with an eye for the gaps, incommensurabilities and 
repetitions in a text” (Kelly, 2013, p. 71), I focused on the performative aspects of the dialogue. I was less 
interested in “a search for meaning” and more alert to “how the meanings of a text are constructed” (p. 
71). At the same time, I identified passages of interview transcripts or specific discursive elements that 
sparked my curiosity or struck me as unusual or evocative, responding to MacLure’s (2013b) invitation for 
qualitative researchers to tap into the capacity for the “wonder of data” (p. 228). Wonder, according to 
MacLure (2013b), is an “intensity that seems to emanate from data, a ‘glow’”, which resides in “the 
entangled relation of data-and-researcher” (p.228). It enables us to heed the feeling “in the gut, or the 
quickening heartbeat” (MacLure, 2013b, p. 229) to notice the potentiality for the data to speak to us 
differently. Over time, throughout my reading and writing, I kept returning to the transcripts and the 
condensed notes and snippets of conversations, noticing wonder “radiat[ing] in data” (MacLure, 2013b, p. 
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228), seeking different ways to stage an encounter between ‘data’ and my own theoretical and ethical 
commitments in this study. This ‘plugging in’ of a research subjectivity might feel uncomfortable or 
questionable if we were to conceptualise research as discovering the truth about collegiality. Yet, from a 
postfoundational perspective, this to-and-fro process of “articulation” – an iterative linking of “specific 
theoretical and empirical elements together” (Glynos and Howarth (2007, p. 184) – emphasises that our 
understanding is “always indefinite, always postponed and dependent on perspective and interpretation” 
(van Eeden, 2017, p. 6). Importantly, following my sense of ‘interest’ as a researcher does not free me 
from my ethical and political commitments or considerations about the repercussions of my research in 
the contexts where it unfolds (Gerrard, Rudolph & Sriprakash, 2016). The pursuit of the conception of the 
academy that is open and inclusive of difference is at the heart of this research. As a “normative agent” 
(Petersen, 2018, p. 13) who makes research choices and configures the phenomenon of collegiality by 
intra-acting with it (Barad, 2007), I follow my curiosity, yet also seek to enact my ethical commitments to 
advance the more pluralistic notions of the university. 
 
Eventually, I settled on four specific interviews to form the basis of my analysis in Chapter 7. The four 
interviews were not representative of all the seventeen interviews that I conducted, but each of them 
offered interesting detail on the affective dimensions of collegiality in their accounts from different 
positionings within the academy. In Chapter 7 I explore collegiality as a relationally constituted 
phenomenon, by focusing on situated accounts of how collegiality was experienced by individuals in 
relation to their academic contexts, and by drawing on affect theories and Ahmed’s (2014) 
conceptualisation of attunement. 
 
In addition to the detailed tracing of collegiality practices in specific academic contexts, I also wanted to 
work across the fifteen interviews to produce a collective picture of the ways that collegial practices were 
enacted. The challenge of the task was to examine the different accounts of collegiality practices without 
searching mechanically “for meanings, patterns, codes, or themes” (MacLure, 2013b, p. 228) or subsuming 
the multiplicity of mini-narratives into a single metanarrative (Paulston & Liebman, 1996). Typical social 
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science meaning-making approaches, such as thematic analysis or coding for frequency, tend to result in 
this sort of formulaic subsumption. To avoid this, I turned to Glynos and Howarth’s (2007) logics 
framework and social cartography approaches (explained in detail in Chapter 3), to examine collegiality 
practices described by the participants “as a set of relationships, rather than as a sum of individual 
statements” (Ringer, 1990, p. 275, as cited in Paulston & Liebman, 1996, p. 10). The detailed approach for 
my visual plotting of collegiality practices can be found in Chapter 5. 
 
4.3 Concluding reflections 
Building on the postfoundational framing of this study, in this chapter I explained the specific 
methodological approaches that I used to engage with collegiality as an empirical phenomenon. I detailed 
how I drew together social and distributed online texts, to compose a MOOC case for examining 
collegiality as a discursive category using Foucault’s and Butler’s theorising, which I present in Chapter 5. I 
then introduced my approach to exploring collegial practices. I first described the research participants 
who participated in semi-structured interviews, and then highlighted some limitations of my recruitment 
strategy that relied on participants being publicly known for their collegial practices. Finally, I outlined my 
iterative approach to analysis, which I used to produce the insights presented in Chapters 6 and 7. In the 
next chapter, I examine collegiality as a discursive category that creates various effects through circulation 
in discourses about academic work. I do so by closely investigating the public debate about the use of 
MOOCs in university education. 
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Chapter 5: Collegiality and Legitimate Academic Subjectivities in the 
Contemporary Academy 
The methodological approaches for engaging with the phenomenon of collegiality empirically and the 
analytic approaches employed in Chapters 5, 6 and 7 are outlined in Chapter 4. In this chapter I explore 
collegiality as a discursive category. I trace how collegiality circulates through discourses about academic 
work and examine its effects by ‘plugging in’ the Foucauldian concept of discourse and Butler’s theorising 
on performativity. I interrogate the mechanisms through which certain realities about collegiality are 
produced, to develop a more nuanced picture of academic relations than the dichotomous view prevailing 
in the higher education literature explored in Chapter 2. It is an attempt to enact the postfoundational 
research sensibility by seeking ‘truths’ about collegiality “in the plural” (van Eeden, 2017, p. 6). Specifically, 
I examine a single case – the San José State University (SJSU) administration’s attempt to deploy a MOOC 
JusticeX created by a Harvard University Professor Michael Sandel, to teach a philosophy subject at SJSU 
which led to a broader public debate about the use of MOOCs in university education. Drawing on Butler, I 
conceptualise this debate as an iterative performance of academic subjectivities in the public sphere. I 
explore the academic subjectivities that are produced or called into question as collegiality circulates in the 
MOOC debate, and the role that collegiality plays in structuring the field of possible actions in 
contemporary universities.  
 
In the section that follows, I give a brief account of the emergence of MOOCs in the higher education 
landscape as a new type of educational products that contest traditional notions of academic work. 
 
5.1. MOOCs as contestation of academic work 
With the rise of digital technologies, the ‘unbundling’ of higher education has become an approach to 
rationalising educational provision adopted by university administrators worldwide (Bacevic, 2018; 
Blackmore, 2014; Robertson & Komljenovic, 2016; Sharrock, 2015). As part of a remaking of universities in 
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market terms, many higher education institutions are experimenting with outsourcing parts of educational 
provision and delivery to external providers. For example, commercial publishers are now routinely 
engaged in developing pre-packaged learning and teaching content for online delivery at universities 
(Hogan, 2018; Sharrock, 2015). 
 
MOOCs are part of the experiment in unbundling higher education. Yet commercial interests in their 
production are not always direct or easily identified, effectively positioning MOOCs as a hybrid and 
contested site of educational production and exchange. At their inception, as free and open online courses 
accommodating tens of thousands of participants, MOOCs appeared to address the promise of 
educational access and opportunity to unprivileged populations around the world (Donnelly, Rizvi, & 
Barber, 2013). In rhetorical terms, this promise resonated with emancipatory conceptions of higher 
education as a public good. The idea of opening access to knowledge for global audiences appealed to 
academic scholars. Consequently, many MOOCs were championed by academics in higher education 
institutions, rather than by commercial publishers. Fearful about the vulnerability of the traditional 
university business models and in anticipation of the universal adoption of MOOCs (Donnelly et al., 2013; 
Sharrock, 2015), universities rushed to sign deals with MOOC platform providers, despite the lack of clear 
pathways to financial return. With the backing of commercial platforms and investment by institutions, 
MOOCs that feature academic scholars proliferated, becoming widely available as pre-packaged 
knowledge products for consumption and exchange (Sharrock, 2015; Zemsky, 2014). 
 
This dabbling in MOOCs by universities provides an intriguing case for exploring how the nature of 
academic work is negotiated in contemporary higher education discourses. MOOCs are a site where 
concerns about the commercial viability of higher education institutions collide with discourses that 
position academic scholars as creators and disseminators of knowledge, as a public good. The purpose of 
academic work comes into question, when the potential consequences of the commodification of 
knowledge are considered. For instance, the unbundling of academic work by separating content provision 
from educational delivery (a defining feature of many of the ‘innovative’ technology-enabled education 
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models) is perceived as destabilising the very foundations of universities dedicated to scholarship, enquiry 
and cutting-edge expertise (Rees, 2013). The collegial modes of knowledge production and dissemination 
by peers and experts are undermined by the prospect that university education is being delivered by 
“glorified teaching assistants” (The Department of Philosophy, 2013) in precarious employment conditions. 
This shift is predicted to have potentially devastating effects to the future of the academic profession 
(Meisenhelder, 2013; Rees, 2013). Through their sheer scale and reach, MOOCs magnify many of the 
general concerns about the future of academic work in higher education governed by a market logic. As 
such, MOOCs provide a productive site for exploring how macro-level changes in the higher education 
sector ripple through discourses about academic work. 
 
5.2 The JusticeX MOOC incident 
In Chapter 4, I explained in detail the methodological approach used to assemble a range of fragmented 
texts distributed across media platforms, to create a single case for examining collegiality as a discursive 
category. In the sections below, I narrate the MOOC incident as a simplified and constructed narrative, 
which sets the scene for interrogating the discursive moves employed by the various players. In so doing, I 
am mindful of Petersen’s (2013) critique of “social scientific texts” (p. 297), where the reader tends to be 
“first offered ‘the data’ and then the analyst’s interpretation of it” (p. 297). Although I present the 
constructed account of ‘what happened’ first, followed by the section in which I ‘plug in’ Foucault’s and 
Butler’s theorising, I see these moves as iterations of reading the texts against the grain, in a “continuous 
process of making and unmaking” (p. 1) of the account by “arranging, organizing, fitting together” “traces 
of data” (Jackson & Mazzei, 2012, p. 1), my own writing and observations, and the theoretical perspectives 
I engage with. Rather than perpetuating the myth that data and analysis are distinct (Petersen, 2013), my 
aim in adopting this approach is to layer the various readings and interpretations and work the “data 
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chunks repeatedly to ‘deform [them], to make [them] groan and protest’ with an overabundance of 
meaning” (Foucault, 1980, pp. 22-23, as cited in Jackson & Mazzei, 2012, p. 5).2 
5.2.1 ‘What happened’ – the meaning-making 
The offering – Sandel’s move 
Professor Michael Sandel is a ‘star’ philosophy professor at Harvard University. His Justice course is one of 
the most popular and influential courses in Harvard’s history. Long before the advent of MOOCs, Sandel’s 
lectures were recorded and broadcast as a public television series and made available online as 
downloadable podcasts. Creating the JusticeX MOOC through collaboration with the edX MOOC provider 
was a natural step for Sandel to broaden the reach of his public philosopher performances:  
 
I always wanted to connect philosophical ideas with the public life we live and the arguments we 
have. […] There’s a great hunger everywhere for […] engagement with these big questions in 
public (Sandel, as cited in Bruno & Swadley, 2010). 
 
Appropriation – SJSU administration’s move 
Amongst other players in the higher education landscape, SJSU President Mohammad H. Qayoumi is one 
of the first to seize the opportunity to experiment with innovative and cost-efficient models of education 
through the availability of MOOCs. He initiates a program of blending SJSU courses with existing MOOC 
content provided by other higher education institutions. The initial pilot on circuits and electronics sees 
SJSU students watch preparatory lectures from MIT and attend classes led by SJSU professors, reportedly 
resulting in much improved student outcomes (Young, 2013). Inspired by this success, Qayoumi signs an 
agreement with the edX MOOC platform to have a broader range of MOOCs available to be used at SJSU. 
                                                             
2  In Section 5.2.1, I give full in-text references to acknowledge the verbatim statements I have gathered from the online 
debate. In my reading of the incident in Section 5.2.2 I disassemble these statements and weave them together with 
theoretical concepts. In this section, I use double quotation marks to indicate statements made by others without 
providing in-text references for the sake of readability. 
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As part of the newly struck deal, academics at the SJSU Philosophy department are encouraged to use 
Sandel’s JusticeX MOOC to teach philosophy at SJSU. In Qayoumi’s view, universities have to be agile and 
offer high-quality, low-cost technology-enhanced options, or be swept away by the more innovative 
market competitors. Famously inspired by Walmart’s ability to leverage both e-commerce and bricks-and-
mortar retail models, he sets out to ‘reinvent’ public universities: “We would like to move as fast as we 
can. We want to fail fast, learn from it, and move on” (Qayoumi, as cited in Young, 2013). 
 
Interpellation – SJSU Philosophy department’s move 
In response, academics in the Department of Philosophy at SJSU collectively write an open letter to the 
JusticeX course creator, Sandel. The letter is published in TCHE and, as a result, attracts significant public 
attention. In their open letter, SJSU academics identify the MOOC initiative as a cost-cutting, rather than 
innovation, exercise. They suggest it is the first step towards restructuring public universities: “Let's not kid 
ourselves; administrators […] are beginning a process of replacing faculty with cheap online education” 
(The Department of Philosophy, 2013). They argue that this arrangement would lead to reduced staff 
interactions with students, homogenisation of curriculum, and a lack of respect for diversity and unique 
student needs at SJSU. They underline how this act of de-skilling would negatively affect the conditions of 
academic work and have broader implications for the whole higher education sector, resulting in greater 
delineation between the elite and so-called second-class universities. 
 
The SJSU open letter is addressed to Sandel, rather than the SJSU administration. The letter carries a direct 
accusatory tone, implicating Sandel in undoing academic work and public education: 
 
It is in a spirit of respect and collegiality that we are urging you, and all professors involved with 
the sale and promotion of edX-style courses, not to take away from students in public universities 
the opportunity for an education beyond mere jobs training. Professors who care about public 
education should not produce products that will replace professors, dismantle departments, and 
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provide a diminished education for students in public universities (The Department of Philosophy, 
2013). 
 
 
 
Subjectivation – Sandel’s response 
Sandel responds, publicly. Although short, his response is concessionary. He acknowledges that he was 
unaware of the effects his work might have on colleagues in other institutions, and underscores his desire 
for knowledge to be shared globally and freely as the primary purpose for his involvement in the JusticeX 
MOOC. He expresses his solidarity with faculty colleagues in other universities: 
 
The worry that the widespread use of online courses will damage departments in public 
universities facing budgetary pressures is a legitimate concern that deserves serious debate. […] 
The last thing I want is for my online lectures to be used to undermine faculty colleagues at other 
institutions (Sandel, 2013). 
 
Rupture – Intersecting trajectories 
Following publication of the open letter from SJSU academics and Sandel’s response, the debate becomes 
a public spectacle. Other MOOC instructors weigh in on the matter; some refuse to own the responsibility 
for how their knowledge products are used: “I don’t see it as particularly my business how people use the 
stuff once I put it out there [if dismantling departments were all my MOOC was being used for] then I’d 
stop.” (Noor, as cited in Kolowich, 2013). Others take a moral stance: 
 
I disagree strongly with [the] premise and central claim that MOOC developers like me are 
endangering education. […] [Your letter] says that I should serve the interests of tenured 
professors at other institutions before I serve my own students, my discipline, or the public. […] If I 
followed the call to action in the open letter, I would be cheating (Hawks, 2013). 
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Hawks’s emancipatory aspirations are echoed by others: “I see my job as teaching students, not protecting 
faculty” (Barr, as cited in Kolowich, 2013) and “I think it’s a professor’s job to make education available, 
not to restrict it” (Eichhorn, as cited in Kolowich, 2013). 
 
The SJSU faculty association seizes the opportunity to join the debate and compel the university 
administration to address the broader concern about ‘backroom deals’ with private organisations, which 
the association claims has become the standard mode of operation, undermining traditional collegial 
governance at the university: 
 
The faculty association is alarmed by the expressed preference of President Qayoumi for private 
rather than public solutions […]. What consultation and meetings have occurred with the faculty 
run counter to his comments in the press, which celebrate private enterprise at the expense of 
the University and its collegial form of government (California Faculty Association, 2013). 
 
The debate exposes a long-simmering indignation that the faculty association feel about how the senior 
administration of the university handles its business. The importance of collegial governance and the 
distinctiveness of university decision-making are alluded to, along with the notions of ‘public’ and ‘private’ 
solutions, clearly implying that universities are not (or should not be) governed by market logic. 
 
The SJSU Philosophy academics have deliberately taken the confrontation outside university boardrooms 
and into the world, presumably to agitate for the matter to become of wider interest. There appears to be 
a disconnection between the overt and covert intentions of communication, as the incident plays out 
under the public gaze. Not much reciprocity or dialogue is evident. Indeed, the SJSU administration 
indicate, in one of their statements, that the Philosophy academics did not even approach them with their 
concerns or try to resolve them internally before going public. 
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All we ever did was let the deans know that these courses were available, and if they were 
interested in integrating any of the edX materials into their courses, they should let us know. 
We’re never telling faculty what to use. They control the content of their courses (Junn, as cited in 
Lewin, 2013). 
 
According to the SJSU provost, her invitation for discussion after the eruption of the public debate was 
rejected by the department staff, saying that “there was no need [for further discussion,] since the [open] 
letter was mainly meant to raise the level of discussion” (Lewin, 2013). 
 
The public debate initially results in the SJSU administration deciding to put the MOOC trial on hold. At 
face value, the incident appears to be a tactical victory by the SJSU Philosophy academics, as the world 
returns to normality and the traditional academic norms of collegiality, autonomy and self-governance 
prevail. The public-facing JusticeX MOOC has been archived, and though its recorded content is still 
available to global audiences at the time of writing, the public MOOC does not have an active cohort of 
participants. However, in a later development, it transpires that the SJSU administration have arranged for 
the JusticeX course to be offered through the English department instead, reinforcing the Department of 
Philosophy concerns that these types of arrangements could undermine students’ ability to develop 
philosophical rigour (Lewin, 2013). It seems that this incident is ‘to be continued’. 
 
5.2.2 Layered readings of interfacing discourses 
The SJSU MOOC debate highlights the discontinuities at play between discourses about the idea of the 
university and the purpose of academic work. At a glance, this incident seems to be yet another iteration 
of a well-documented conflict between corporate managerialism and traditional academic discourses. 
However, the public debate that ensues after the publication of the SJSU academics’ open letter suggests 
complexity, nuance and unexpected intersections about university and academic work that go well beyond 
a binary opposition. The discourses that can be observed (or reconstructed) are those of traditional values 
of academic scholarship, collegiality and autonomy sitting alongside corporate and rationalisation 
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discourses, with emancipatory humanistic and techno-optimistic logics drawn into the mix. The seemingly 
different origins of normative claims made by various players appear to become more ambiguous and 
indistinguishable as the public conversation unfolds. The various positions taken by different players do 
not fall into neat categories, exposing, among other things, the ways in which traditional scholarly 
academic discourses are becoming “increasingly compatible with and reconstituted by a corporate 
imaginary” (de Oliveira Andreotti, Stein, Pashby, & Nicolson, 2016, p. 95). 
 
Professor Sandel speaks the time-honoured enlightenment discourse of an academic scholar. The norms 
implicit in his offering are those of rationality, openness and sharing, driven by the desire for public 
engagement and solid debate. Sandel talks about “a great hunger” for public discourse. The need is 
“everywhere”, and he wants his offering to be available free, “around the globe”. Sandel is performing the 
subjectivity of a ‘good’ academic citizen (likely, with colonial undertones), by espousing his commitment to 
sharing knowledge for the benefit of the broader society and making his audiences ever wider through the 
reach of technology. Qayoumi, on the other hand, adopts the dominant corporate market-orientated 
discourse – the new global canon among senior university managers (Marginson & Considine, 2000). He 
summons the entrepreneurial technology start-up imaginary, to articulate a vision for transforming his 
institution: “fail fast, learn from it, and move on”. These seemingly incompatible normative drives 
converge in the MOOC incident. JusticeX MOOC, as an exchangeable knowledge product, acquires a life of 
its own, decoupled from its producer. Through SJSU management appropriation, Sandel’s offering to the 
world is transformed into a commodity available for circulation in the higher education market. 
 
The MOOC debate unfolds in the context of neoliberal university discourses, whereby traditional academic 
values – openness and knowledge sharing – are transformed by management discourses into notions of 
impact of academic research or community service (Cannizzo, 2016; Shore, 2008). In the process of 
discursive appropriation, traditional academic ideals are hollowed out and made compatible with 
managerial audit regimes. Evidence of engagement with broader communities is now mandated and 
measured through academic performance reviews and research assessment exercises, under the guise of 
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public accountability (Shore, 2008). Sandel’s performance of a ‘good’ academic, on yet a grander scale, 
constructs a new archetype: the individualised ‘engaged’ academic, ready to be paraded in front of his 
colleagues as an inspiration for pursuing global ‘impact’. The selfless academic scholar subjectivity is 
appropriated into neoliberal discourses and transformed into an academic ‘hero’ through the public 
display of individual merit and achievement. Sandel is elevated from a quirky professor with a penchant for 
conversation to an academic celebrity, drawing an audience of thousands (and hundreds of thousands, in 
the case of the JusticeX MOOC). The collective aspirations of academia as a whole, that enabled the rise of 
the ‘star’ professor in the first place, are surreptitiously invisible in this picture. This abandonment of 
academic collectivity is why SJSU colleagues reproach Sandel. 
 
Appeal to collegiality as a tactical interpellation 
The JusticeX MOOC case demonstrates how discourses are tactically used by academics in contemporary 
universities to strengthen their positions or deflect the macro-level external influences, in order to 
maintain or shift the power balance in academia. In a world permeated with power relationships, power is 
positioned “as acting upon the actions of others, aiming to guide and structure their ‘possible field of 
actions’” (Foucault, as cited in Yates & Hiles, 2010, p. 59). As such, “discourses connected to power are 
[always] ‘tactically polyvalent’ and can be appropriated strategically” (Foucault, as cited in Yates & Hiles, 
2010, p. 59). Through their open letter, SJSU academics co-opt the notion of academic collegiality, to 
arrest the category of an academic scholar. Collegiality is put to work as a tactically polyvalent notion. 
Sandel is “urged” by SJSU academics “in a spirit of respect and collegiality” not to “take away from 
students”, “dismantle departments” and “diminish education”. By appealing to collegiality, SJSU academics 
aim to structure the “possible field for actions” available to Sandel, but also to the broader academy. 
Through publishing the letter online, the call for academic solidarity is extended beyond the specific MOOC 
case to other academics who might be complicit in supporting the corporatised vision of university 
constructed by the managers. 
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Butler (1990) extends Foucault’s thinking on discourses and power relationships, by proposing that 
discourses do not only govern social life by defining and regulating viable subjectivities through categories 
and norms, they “systematically constitute the objects of which they speak” (Petersen, 2007, p. 63). In 
Butler’s (1993) work, subjectivities are seen as being formed through “reiterative and citational practice” 
(p. 2). Individuals produce performances that make them recognisable and viable “within the domain of 
cultural intelligibility” (Butler, 1993, p. 2). According to Butler (1993), these performative acts establish and 
re-establish norms and seemingly stable commonsense identity categories through repetition. By outlining 
what “professors who care about public education” should not do – “produce products that will replace 
professors, dismantle departments, and provide a diminished education” – SJSU academics articulate what 
it means (or should mean) to be an academic – “a professor who cares” about “students in public 
universities”. A reality desired by SJSU academics is created by constituting and re-constituting intelligible 
academic subjectivities. Egalitarian solidarity, academic autonomy and the responsibility to local contexts 
are foregrounded, at the expense of the imperative to disseminate knowledge on a global scale. 
 
The notion of collegiality is mobilised to ‘hail’ Sandel as a deviant academic. Drawing on Butler’s 
elaboration of Althusser’s notion of interpellation, Jackson & Mazzei (2012, p. 130) describe “linguistic or 
discursive interpellation [as] an attempt to put someone in ‘their place’ – or force them into subjection 
based on discursive and social norms”. “This hailing (or, ‘Hey, you!’) is an act of forming the subject to 
comply with and obey the laws of its domain. Conformity is the anticipated outcome” (Jackson & Mazzei 
2012, p. 124). Sandel walks the line between acceptable (and intelligible) conduct as an academic scholar 
engaged in important philosophical conversations in public, and the objectionable behaviour of a sellout. 
The open letter casts Sandel as transgressing the boundaries of academic legitimacy. Packaging his 
intellectual work as a commodity that generates financial gains for the already privileged university, while 
damaging aspirations of colleagues and students in public universities, Sandel is seen as complicit in SJSU 
administration’s machinations. SJSU academics draw upon the discourses of solidarity, egalitarianism and 
academic collegiality, in their normative call to halt Sandel’s questionable activities “in a spirit of respect 
and collegiality”. 
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Sandel chooses to publicly concede his transgression: “the last thing I want is […] to undermine faculty 
colleagues at other institutions”. Importantly, the public reprimand in the same guise offers a recognition 
to Sandel as an academic scholar and a peer. When accepted, this subjectivity undoes the academic ‘hero’ 
persona of the neoliberal discourse, and in this instance Sandel is “differently produced” (p. 2) through his 
recognition of the call “Hey you!” (Butler, 2004, p. 2). The words used in his response – “legitimate 
concern”, “a serious debate”, “damage”, “worry” – signal that Sandel “turns precisely to acquire a certain 
identity, one purchased, as it were, with a price of guilt. The act of recognition becomes an act of 
constitution” (Butler, 1997, p. 25). Through his concessionary response, Sandel reverts from “an outer 
region of indifferent, questionable, or impossible being” (p. 121) – in this instance, an academic servicing 
the commercial interests of university administration – to a more familiar “order of social existence” 
(Butler, 1993, p. 121) within the traditional academic realm: an academic scholar in harmony with his 
peers. 
 
Collegiality evoked by SJSU academics in their interpellation is not a self-evident unproblematic existing 
value or a norm that Sandel recognises and enacts. Collegiality in this instance acts as a “pure” or “empty” 
(p. 208) signifier – a notion that is “empty of all meaning, [but that] nevertheless postures as a site of 
radical semantic abundance” (Butler, 1993, p. 208). As an empty signifier, collegiality provides “contingent 
but efficacious points of unity for the otherwise disparate or free-floating elements of ideological life” 
(Butler, 1993, p. 209). The slipperiness and vagueness (or emptiness) of the idea of collegiality enables it to 
signify everything and nothing: it is a ‘good thing’ that is both everywhere and nowhere. When evoked, 
however, collegiality is instantly recognised and as a result, “institutes and maintains” (p. 209) the very 
idea of academic collegiality to which it “appears to refer” (Butler, 1993, p. 209). 
 
At the margins of the academy – excess, contestation and new subjectivities 
In this MOOC incident, the idea of collegiality is used to maintain the stability of the ‘academic scholar’ 
category and to discursively draw and redraw the boundaries of the academy. Collegiality establishes the 
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status of an academic as an expert, a scholar and a peer, while also standing for everything that is 
inaccessible or unavailable to ‘others’ in higher education (managers, professional staff, students) (Kligyte 
& Barrie, 2014). It is no coincidence that in the MOOC incident, the appeal to collegiality is extended to 
Sandel but not to the SJSU administration. Indeed, Butler (1993) describes the “exclusionary matrix by 
which subjects are formed” (p. 3) as requiring “simultaneous production of a domain of abject beings […] 
who form the constitutive outside to the domain of the subject” (p. 3). The idea of collegiality is brought in 
to maintain the stability of the ‘academic scholar’ category through exclusion, silencing, erasing and hiding 
other aspirations and meanings (Butler, 1993). However, the unfolding public debate reveals the category 
and identity of an academic scholar as a site of “necessary trouble” – “what is excluded […] returns to 
disrupt its meaning” (Butler, 1993, p. 3). The abject “’unlivable’ and ‘uninhabitable’ zones of social life” (p. 
3) outside the traditional scholarly work, as imagined by SJSU academics, prove to be “densely populated” 
(Butler, 1993, p. 3) by hybrid academic subjectivities; in this case, other MOOC instructors who draw on 
different value frameworks to claim a stake in the matter. The SJSU Philosophy academics are called out 
for their self-interest. Those inhabiting the “constitutive outside” (p. 8) of the traditional academic realm 
come “to haunt those boundaries as the […] possibility of their disruption and rearticulation” (Butler, 1993, 
p. 8) of what it means to be an academic today. 
 
Through Sandel’s interpellation, an excess is created and the capacity to articulate different visions of the 
academy and academic subjectivities emerges through potential for the resistance and redefinition 
(Butler, 1993). The interpellation is heard and recognised by Hawks – another MOOC instructor – who 
chooses, instead, to resist (or redefine) the idea of collegiality: 
 
as an open letter to a MOOC instructor, it targets me directly. Having been miscast in the role of 
department-dismantler, I feel I must speak out. […] [Your letter] says that I should serve the 
interests of tenured professors at other institutions before I serve my own students, my discipline, 
or the public. […] If I followed the call to action in the open letter, I would be cheating (Hawks, 
2013). 
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The performance of divergent academic subjectivities, such as those that elevate obligations towards 
students above concerns about the conditions of academic work, draws alternative trajectories for 
academic life. New legitimate and intelligible academic subjectivities are created through this public 
display, leaving SJSU academics vulnerable in their own righteousness. 
 
5.3 The gaps and cracks: opening up to the plurality of academic subjectivities 
The reading of collegiality offered in this chapter can be seen as a critique of our current ways of thinking 
about university structures and practices, in terms of causality, closure and inevitability. Foucault’s concept 
of discourses and Butler’s theorising of performativity enables me to construct a more dynamic picture of 
social relations in the academy. In particular, it allows me to turn away from conceptualising collegiality as 
a static ideal that is being eradicated by university management and as a nostalgia that has outlived its 
time. By conceptualising collegiality as a discursive category, I scrutinise a range of effects that collegiality 
produces, as it circulates in discourses about academic work. By doing so, I examine how social realities 
emerge through the dynamic production of academic relations. 
 
Through this conceptual lens, I reveal how a seemingly stable and unquestionably ‘good’ academic norm, 
such as collegiality, is tactically deployed by various players to structure the field of possible actions for 
others. My reading of this incident seems to suggest that, despite some significant changes to the ways 
universities structure their activities over the last few decades, these changes have not fundamentally 
challenged the archetypal norms of the academic scholar. Sandel’s subjectivation through a public 
performance of legitimate academic subjectivity indicates that the appeal to collegiality continues to 
function as a powerful mechanism to summon certain realities in the contemporary academy. And despite 
SJSU administration’s entrepreneurial ambitions and interest in experimenting with hybrid modes of 
educational provision, they are ultimately not prepared to tackle the academics’ claim to autonomy and 
expertise. The ability of SJSU academics to assert the high moral ground in the debate and reject the 
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unpalatable position advanced by their university management was one of the effects of collegiality, as it 
circulated through this public discourse. 
 
The ‘collegiality card’ seems to have played a stabilising role in this public negotiation of academic 
subjectivities and purposes of academic work. Yet, as a tactically polyvalent, vague and ‘slippery’ empty 
signifier, the category of collegiality created an excess of available meanings and subject positionings. The 
emergence of ‘other’ subjectivities in the MOOC incident indicates that collegiality can be utilised tactically 
by players situated in divergent normative realms, rather than serving solely the purposes of the 
‘archetypical’ academic scholar. Indeed, the circulation of the notion of collegiality in the MOOC case also 
opened up spaces for individual agency, interpretation and reinscription. This exploration of collegiality 
reveals how more expansive notions of the academy can be created, through redefinition of the meanings 
of being an academic. 
 
By drawing our attention to the role collegiality plays in mediating iterative subjectivity performances, this 
exploration illuminates the less visible links that entwine macro-level structural shifts in higher education 
with the daily battles within discourses about academic work and life. For me, the MOOC JusticeX incident 
is symptomatic of other seemingly insignificant (and less visible) everyday encounters that shape academic 
subjectivities, yet often go unnoticed in universities (Petersen, 2007). The case is noteworthy as an isolated 
moment in time, because it highlights the tensions around collegiality and the nature and purpose of 
academic work in an amplified and public form. Yet it is also mundane – acting as another instance of a 
ubiquitous performance in which traditional boundaries, categories and power relationships in the 
academy are contested and negotiated. Therefore, the case sheds light on the production of culturally 
intelligible contemporary academic subjectivities in the context of changes to higher education more 
broadly. Indeed, while this particular MOOC incident has begun to fade in memory, the dismissal of 
Professor Peter Ridd from James Cook University in Australia in 2018, on the basis of disregard for his 
colleagues (Alcorn, 2018), is a strikingly similar instance of a public negotiation of academic work as a 
collective endeavour. 
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5.4 Concluding reflections  
By examining the MOOC debate as a public performance of academic subjectivities, I reveal some insights 
about the role collegiality plays in academic work in the shifting higher education landscape. I demonstrate 
how, by playing a part in producing intelligible academic subjectivities, the discursive category of 
collegiality can be interpreted as perpetuating the status quo within the contemporary academy, in line 
with its exclusionary history. However, I also show that through performative iteration of academic 
subjectivities, an excess of meanings is created through which collegiality becomes available for 
redefinition, opening up a plurality of possible ways of being and acting in universities. In line with my 
commitment to generative critique, this new reading of collegiality exposes the mechanisms through 
which such plurality can be enacted and strengthened. 
 
In the next chapter, I explore the ways that collegiality is reinscribed through a range of enactments of 
collegial practices. 
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Chapter 6: The Logics of Collegial Practices 
In Chapter 5, I argue that far from being an unproblematic universal ideal or a ‘good thing’ that academics 
can adhere to in their work, the notion of collegiality is produced and enacted relationally by circulating 
through discourses about academic work. This new reading of collegiality reveals fissures and openings in 
the common ways of understanding academic relations. It exposes the mechanisms through which the 
academy is currently enacted. The focus on such mechanisms also highlights how the academy could be 
enacted otherwise. 
 
In this chapter, I build on the problematisation of collegiality established in the previous chapters, but shift 
my attention to the enactments of collegiality in situated academic contexts. To achieve this, I expand the 
iterative and performative ontology of social relations constructed on the basis of Foucault’s and Butler’s 
theorising, by ‘plugging in’ Glynos and Howarth’s (2007) logics framework. I use this theoretical framing to 
examine examples of collegial practices described in interviews with fifteen individuals who work in 
universities. Specifically, I study the interview transcripts and plot specific examples of collegial practices 
on a map based on Glynos and Howarth’s (2007) visual/spatial dimensions of social relations. Through this 
process, I identify eleven types of logics underpinning collegiality practices: assimilation, legitimacy, fair 
go, subversion, diversity, reconfiguration, redistribution, innovation, disruption, emancipation and 
transformation. I then describe these logics in detail, by drawing on the examples of collegiality practices 
offered by the research participants. 
 
As in the previous chapters, the purpose of my analysis is to open up new possibilities for thought, through 
revealing the contingency of social arrangements within the academy. In line with my postfoundational 
stance in this study, the reading and mapping of collegiality practices that I offer is just one possible 
redescription. It does not present a complete picture or the ‘truth’ about collegiality. Instead, I hope that 
this reconfiguration of the familiar portrayals of ‘natural’ academic relations can open up our 
understandings of academic work for further re-reading and reconfiguration. 
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6.1 The mapping of the logics 
As discussed in Chapter 3, in the early phases of my candidature, I was fascinated by the plurality of 
possible enactments of collegiality across the various domains of academic life and work. Despite their 
dissimilarities, they were still recognisable as collegial. How does the single category of collegiality 
accommodate such diversity? Why are some aspects of academic work felt to be contributing to a collegial 
atmosphere, but go unnamed? Why are some supposedly collegial practices, such as academic governance 
processes, experienced as entirely hierarchical and unwelcoming? Could these differences be prised away 
from a single notion of collegiality, to explore instead the mechanisms that enable enactments of such 
diverse collegial practices?  
 
Glynos and Howarth’s (2007) logics framework offers a set of conceptual tools for this job. As I explain in 
Chapter 3, this framework encourages me to examine the plurality of enactments of collegiality without 
reducing them to a single category. It allows me to move away from particularistic contextualised self-
interpretations, without resorting to universalising causal laws. By focusing on the logics of practices – 
their “rules or grammar” (Glynos & Howarth, 2007, p. 136) – I am able to map the diversity of enactments 
of collegial practices in empirical contexts, without representing contingent collegial practices as ‘truths’ 
about collegiality. Below, I explain the specific steps I took to create the map in Figure 2 that plots the 
logics of collegiality practices. 
 
To produce the map, I worked across interview accounts with fifteen research participants. I read through 
the interview transcripts and documented the examples of collegial practices described by participants on 
small post-it notes. In order to stay attentive to the micro-practices of collegiality, at this stage I focused 
specifically on descriptions of examples of practices, rather than categorising them as types of practices. 
Then, using a large sheet of paper, I plotted these examples along Glynos and Howarth’s (2007) 
framework, along social-political and ideological-ethical dimensions of social practices (see Figure 1 in 
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Chapter 3). By doing this, I was able to accommodate the seemingly incommensurate perspectives, 
positionings and relationships implicit in the examples of collegiality practices shared by research 
participants on a single map. I then began clustering examples of practices that appeared to be governed 
by similar social logics in a to-and-fro process of arranging and reorganising the examples of collegiality 
practices on the map (Glynos & Howarth, 2007), similar to Jackson & Mazzei’s (2012) ‘plugging in’ process. 
Importantly, I was not imposing a preconceived set of logics or categories upon the examples, but 
engaging in a process of “articulation” (p. 184); iteratively linking “specific theoretical and empirical 
elements together” (Glynos & Howarth, 2007, p. 184). In this task, I exercised my researcher judgement, 
drawing on my “theoretical expertise” to decide “whether something counts as an ‘x’”, and determine “its 
overall import” for the ways we think about collegiality (Glynos and Howarth, 2007, p. 184). Through this, I 
aimed to explore “how things are done and the implications of [these] actions” (Petersen, 2015a, p. 67), 
keeping the performative dimensions of collegiality alive. By focusing on the “purposes, rules and self- 
understandings” (Glynos & Howarth, 2007, p. 277) – the logics – of collegial practices, I directed my 
attention to the implications of individuals’ actions, rather than superficial thematic similarities or static 
“meanings, patterns, [or] codes” (MacLure, 2013b, p. 228). 
 
The naming of the logics underpinning the examples of collegial practices was an “act of gathering” (p. 
187) that made links between “heterogeneous discursive elements” “visible in the process of constituting 
them” (Glynos and Howarth, 2007, p. 187). In other words, the justification for the identification and 
naming of the specific logics emerged through the process of doing it. The process was iterative, with 
multiple versions of different social logics identified and different versions of maps and clusters produced 
and tested with my research supervisors, peers and colleagues in conferences. Importantly, the map and 
the associated descriptions that I present in Figure 2 is only one possible reading of a complex terrain of 
academic practices. It is necessarily provisional and open for reinterpretation and redrawing. As such, I 
position it as beginning a dialogue about the role of collegiality in academic practices, rather than a 
conclusion about what collegiality is or what it does in universities today. 
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The map in Figure 2 presents eleven types of social logics: assimilation, legitimacy, fair go, subversion, 
diversity, reconfiguration, redistribution, innovation, disruption, emancipation and transformation, that I 
have identified as underpinning collegial practices. They are positioned spatially on the spectrum of 
ideological-ethical (horizontal axis) and social-political (vertical axis) dimensions, building on Glynos and 
Howarth’s (2007) four dimensions of social relations displayed in Figure 1 in Chapter 3. In addition to these 
logics, I also discern four groupings of collegiality logics associated with four attractors3: tradition, quality, 
novelty and social justice. I describe the characteristics of these four groupings in Section 6.2 by overlaying 
them with concepts arising from my broader reading of theory and close reading of interview texts, for 
example, the notions of difference and similarity in collegial relations, the varying purposes of collegial 
practices, the imagined purposes of the academic endeavour, as well as the more general overarching 
‘movements of concern’ that animate such practices. 
                                                             
3 Originating in complexity and systems theory, the notion of attractor is defined as “a trajectory of a pattern or activity in 
time in a region of space that ‘appears’ to draw the energy of a system to it” (Mennin, 2010, p. 838). Acknowledging the 
mathematical origins of complexity theory and without adopting the theory itself in my analysis, I am borrowing the notion of 
attractors as a helpful metaphor to describe the apparent, yet not necessarily causal, directionality of ‘movements of concern’ 
in collegial practices and discourses. 
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Figure 2. Map of logics of collegial practices 
6.2 The four attractors of collegial practices 
Attractor of Tradition 
Collegial practices governed by the logics of assimilation, fair go, legitimacy and subversion can be 
described as part of academic ethos of tradition. The purpose of collegial practices in this grouping is to 
maintain or rejuvenate the existing academic system. Such practices are predominantly concerned with 
individuals’ collegial behaviours and relationships that, practised en masse, create a positive collegial 
climate in academic contexts. Collegial practices associated with the attractor of tradition work to ensure 
that individuals can flourish in alignment with institutional goals, so existing academic systems can be 
unproblematically reproduced. The university system is normalised – structures, practices and norms that 
constitute the contemporary academy are seen as transparent, unproblematic and either easily defined or 
at least knowable in principle. The key enactors and beneficiaries of collegial practices are academics in 
traditional academic roles as peers and equals. A level of similarity between various players is assumed. 
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Where differences are apparent, collegial practices work to diminish them, by either enculturating novices 
or sheltering individuals from external (or institutional) influences. 
 
Attractor of Quality 
Collegial practices oriented towards the attractor of quality are characterised by their focus on institutional 
contexts and goals. The logics of reconfiguration, redistribution, diversity and legitimacy can be seen as 
underpinning such collegial practices. These practices are often driven by institutional imperatives to 
enhance the quality of educational offerings, to ensure the legitimacy of decisions made, as well as to 
progress institutional ‘excellence’ agendas more generally. Collegial arrangements privileging traditional 
academic roles are seen as outdated and in need of reform, so that institutions can adequately respond to 
the contemporary challenges of mass higher education. As a result, institutional collegial configurations 
are intentionally diversified to work across differences in roles, expertise and status positions. The purpose 
of collegial practices is to align academics with institutional goals. There is little interest in alternative 
aspirations or institution-transcending framings of academic work. 
 
Attractor of Novelty 
A major aspect of academic work, particularly in terms of disciplinary research, is about pushing the 
knowledge frontiers. Certain collegial practices are therefore specifically positioned to stimulate the 
collective ability of academics to generate novelty in their work. In these practices, collegial relations are 
established and maintained as the base upon which originality and innovation might emerge, often 
without predetermined outcomes in mind. Under the assumption that novelty frequently arises when 
existing ways of thinking are questioned or challenged, in these collegial practices, difference in 
perspectives is valued. Indeed, those who enact collegial practices with the purpose of generating novelty 
often do so with the intention to amplify differences between perspectives and positions available in the 
various knowledge domains. Difference in collegial practices associated with the attractor of novelty often 
tends to be conceived of solely in terms of expertise held by similarly positioned equals, in equally valued 
knowledge domains. Unequal power positions within the academy tend not to be considered. Despite 
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their open-endedness, these collegial practices can also be harnessed towards (known) institutional ends, 
through the production of measurable institutional outcomes. The logics of collegial practices oriented 
towards the attractor of novelty are innovation, disruption and diversity. 
 
Attractor of Social Justice 
Collegial practices that are centred on advancing social justice aim to challenge the traditional boundaries 
between universities and the broader society. Both institutional quality and self-preservation of an 
academic class are questioned as worthy academic goals. Instead, collegial practices that are governed by 
emancipation and subversion, transformation and redistribution logics invite academics to avert their gaze 
from inward-facing concerns, to consider how the academy engages with the society and the world. 
Questions about the power imbalances perpetuated by the traditional academic system, as well as the 
injustices arising from the managerial structuring of academic work, give rise to collegial practices that 
consider embracing difference as a moral responsibility. The academy is imagined as a microcosm of the 
society and, as such, the principles of fairness and inclusivity are foregrounded over similarity, affinity and 
tradition. Such practices extend collegial relationships to those in marginal positionings in universities and 
communities outside of the academy. 
 
6.3 The logics of collegial practices 
The following sections of this chapter describe the social logics mapped in Figure 2. The list of the eleven 
logics below is hyperlinked to relevant sections of this chapter (if read electronically). The relevant page 
number is listed next to each logic (if read in printed format). The rest of this chapter does not need to be 
read in any particular sequential order. Indeed, I would prefer the reader made choices about which logics 
to start with, following their own sense of “wonder” (MacLure, 2013, p. 228). The format of this chapter, 
hopefully, reminds the reader that the map is intended to function as the beginning of a dialogue that 
opens up, rather than forecloses, possible readings of collegiality. 
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Logic of Assimilation: Attractor of Tradition 
Logic of Fair go: Attractor of Tradition  
Logic of Legitimacy: Attractors of Tradition and Quality 
Logic of Subversion: Attractor of Tradition  
Logic of Diversity: Attractors of Quality and Novelty 
Logic of Reconfiguration: Attractor of Quality  
Logic of Redistribution: Attractors of Quality and Social Justice 
Logic of Innovation: Attractor of Novelty  
Logic of Disruption: Attractor of Novelty  
Logic of Emancipation: Attractor of Social Justice  
Logic of Transformation: Attractor of Social Justice  
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6.3.1 Logic of Assimilation: Attractor of Tradition 
The logic of assimilation characterises collegial practices as the enculturation of newcomers or outsiders 
into the traditional academy. Through collegial practices, novices and those currently outside of the 
traditional realm of the academy – ‘them’ – are able to become more like ‘us’, the insiders. Oriented 
towards the norm of an established (and thus predominantly white male) academic, these collegial 
practices position secure employment and steady progress through academic ranks as a universal career 
goal for junior academics. In principle, the varied capabilities and aspirations of individuals, even the 
degree of personal affinity with a particular colleague, are not seen as consequential. Individual 
differences are folded into the system and steamrolled into academic similarity through benevolent 
assimilative collegiality. 
 
To explore the mechanisms through which the logic of collegial assimilation functions, I draw on interviews 
with four academics who have all been successful in gaining the prestigious status of a professor: Thomas, 
Alex, Stewart and Emily. Their accounts all feature descriptions of supportive collegial relationships 
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throughout various stages of their academic careers, both in their recollections of their own experiences 
as junior academics, and in their own attempts to foster the academic careers of junior colleagues. I also 
include some observations by Cindy, who works in research development. An aspiring early career 
academic in the humanities herself, in this instance Cindy speaks from an institutionalised yet peripheral 
academic positioning that is supportive of an academic assimilation logic on more instrumental terms. 
 
Collegial practices governed by the assimilation logic typically involve a senior colleague, a paternal or 
maternal figure, who takes on the role of a ‘nice guy’, a mentor, a coach or even a therapist. He or she 
guides junior colleagues through the intricacies of the university system, explaining the rules of the ‘game’, 
making connections and alerting them to opportunities for advancing their academic careers. Stewart 
describes one instance where he was able to give such advice, which gave a boost to a junior colleague’s 
career: 
 
A few years ago, one guy was walking down the corridor, he’s a very, very bright young academic, 
and I said, have you seen the early career research fund, it’s 25 grand? No. I said, well you should 
put in for it, and he said, oh, who will I do it with? […] I said, there’s a guy in Science, a professor, a 
young guy, a Cockney guy, big beard, very funky, who has published like mad, he’s brilliant. I said, 
I’ll just send him an email saying I’ll tell you to ring him and say you’ll do all the work, write all the 
stuff, he just has to sign it. He ended up getting a grant, which meant that he could buy half his 
teaching out for a year and he got all these publications out. People often don’t even know that 
stuff’s there, they just don’t (Stewart, Prof). 
 
The impulse for such collegial practices arises from personal experiences that senior colleagues have had 
in their own early academic careers. From well-established academic positions, many senior academics 
hope to smooth the road for others, by being supportive and creating opportunities that they did not have 
themselves or to emulate influential role models. For example, Thomas, Head of Department, explains 
how he allows junior colleagues in his department to supervise research students and teach, despite their 
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precarious contractual status. The way Thomas sees it, such experiences enhance their future career 
prospects: “that's the sort of mentoring and career development that you need”. Thomas compares this 
practice with those in other academic contexts he has experienced, where “young, independently funded 
post-docs were not allowed to take students, because the permanent staff […] wanted the students 
themselves”. This “crippled” these young, mostly female, academics’ careers and did not “allow them to 
flourish”. 
 
Collegial practices underpinned by the assimilation logic are often seen as originating from powerful 
individuals who are able to influence academic contexts. A general open disposition of generosity by senior 
colleagues is a precondition for these types of collegial relationships to emerge. With the support of such 
powerful individuals, these largely informal collegial practices create a positive and supportive atmosphere 
in academic workplaces, that allows everyone to flourish. 
 
The people we do have, like the [Head of School], for instance, he's like the strongest feminist in 
the place and is always making sure that the younger researchers are getting everything they 
need, and being promoted and this and that. He's the person who's nominated me for every prize 
I've ever won. So, our high-powered influential people aren't using it to be selfish and nasty. 
They're using it to make the place better, and it's just been so good. But that's not the case in all 
departments by any stretch (Alex, Prof). 
 
While frequently practised in ad hoc ways, assimilative collegial practices sometimes take a more 
structured and collective form, including attempts to foster a departmental or workgroup culture through 
informal shared lunches, drinks and celebrations. Despite there being no formal goals, it is often believed 
that these convivial activities support the development of trust within workgroups, encourage information 
flow, and advance a general ‘feeling’ of collegiality. As a result of engaging with their colleagues on a 
personal level, academics are more inclined to work together and help each other, rather than “pettily 
fight[…] over resources or whatever” (Alex, Prof). Alex describes how she “work[s] hard on keeping a lab 
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culture where there is support and a team, and a feeling within the lab group”. She puts in the effort 
because she is “not there all the time” and a collegial climate is essential to an effective and well-
functioning lab. For Thomas, it is the “bar in a kitchenette area, outside the admin office” that brings his 
department together. On Fridays, they “stand around, have a beer and talk”, often about work, but “the 
conversation quickly turns to sport, politics and anything, and you get to know your colleagues”. Through 
such social gatherings, the work of collegial assimilation is distributed across academic groups. Maintaining 
a shared sense of collegiality becomes everyone’s responsibility. It affects how individuals behave towards 
each other and how things get done in particular academic settings. 
 
These types of collegial practices are inclusive as a matter of principle. For example, invitations to collegial 
gatherings are extended to everyone in particular academic configurations, although boundaries are 
drawn between those who are inside and outside of the specific department or academic grouping. 
Despite the apparent inclusivity, collegial practices governed by the logic of assimilation are underpinned 
by the assumption of similarity among the members of a particular academic configuration, or at least, a 
potential for similarity to be achieved. Difference is seen as undesirable, and collegial practices work to 
reduce dissimilarity through immersion and enculturation. The expectation for similarity is manifest in the 
presumption of a carefree (white male) academic, who is able to participate in the apparently inclusive 
collegial gatherings and talk about sport and politics over beer, as in Thomas’s example. Difference, such 
as those with caring responsibilities, can be excluded (although Alex frames it positively): 
 
In [our Head of School’s] office every Friday there's drinks. Turn up there, there'll be wine. I never 
get to go anymore since having kids, but I know he still does it. […] It is actually very good (Alex, 
Prof). 
 
These kinds of collegial practices are seen as inherently informal and self-organising, and therefore 
imagined as free from institutional gaze or scrutiny. Indeed, they are often portrayed as keeping the 
contemporary academy going, not in support of institutional imperatives but in spite of them, as a 
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counterpoint to harsh managerial climates. Yet the structural arrangements of the academy and the 
potentially unjust biases built into the system are either unquestioned or, if noticed at all, positioned as 
part of a ‘game’ to be played. In the formal program that Emily runs for PhD candidates, she advises the 
participants “to manipulate their way” through institutional structures until they are well-established: 
 
The institutional structures will not notice you, you can't rely on them. When you're in a position 
like I am now and, I hope, you can change them, that's what you do. But when you're not in that 
position you need to recognise that and do everything you can to manipulate your way through 
them. If that's asking for an award nomination or making sure that your name really does go on 
the stuff that you've worked for (Emily, Prof). 
 
Thus, rather than questioning why so many junior academics are employed on precarious contracts or 
whether the introduction of accountability and measurement regimes have resulted in undesirable 
intensification of academic labour, assimilative collegial relations tend to reproduce current institutional 
arrangements, by advising junior academics how to fit in and encouraging them to successfully perform 
the tasks required by the institution. Indeed, far from being subversive to managerial rules, these collegial 
practices support academics in producing tangible and measurable results for the university – publications, 
research outputs, PhD completions and so on. 
 
Recognising the positive effects that such assimilative collegial relations may have on academic 
productivity, many institutions now offer formal mentoring schemes or early career academic programs, 
which co-exist alongside the less formal collegial practices. According to Cindy who works in research 
development, academics’ interest in formal mentoring programs offered by institutions is low. Cindy 
speculates that “it’s all happening anyway and they don’t feel like they need an official institution-based 
framework”. She acknowledges that once formalised, such mentoring relations become “a line in a 
workload” that has to be weighed against other activities that might count for more when “carving up your 
limited time”. Therefore, despite appearing to be rather apolitical or even complicit with institutional 
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measurement regimes, these collegial relations do not directly or at least do not explicitly conform with 
institutionally prescribed ends. 
 
The purpose behind collegial practices driven by the assimilation logic is not to improve the university 
system (for example, make it more just) or the outcomes for that system (such as aim for a higher 
institutional position in global rankings). It is to help an individual or a team to understand the university or 
the higher education system and to position themselves profitably within it. Collegial relations may carve 
out more pleasant and sheltered spaces in sometimes harsh institutional climates, but the existing 
academic systems and social arrangements are generally considered to be adequate and stable. Collegial 
practices governed by the assimilation logic support academics in moving from the periphery to the centre 
of the academic enterprise – through a multiplicity of pathways, yet to a single destination. 
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6.3.2 Logic of Fair Go: Attractor of Tradition 
The logic of fair go characterises collegial practices as relations between peers who are afforded equal 
opportunities to influence academic institutions. These collegial practices originate from the ‘old’ 
academy, conceptualised as a community of scholars. Despite being differently situated within universities 
as colleagues, academics are assumed to be equal and similar, and thus interchangeable in terms of the 
contributions they make to institutionally defined duties. The logic of fair go works to guarantee fairness in 
collegial decision-making and equitable distribution of institutional responsibilities. During decision-
making, academics are imagined to be able to put aside their personal agendas, ideological leanings or 
disciplinary affiliations, in the name of collegiality and for the greater good of the academy. 
 
To explore the logic of fair go, I draw on interviews with John, Chair of an Academic Board; Thomas, Head 
of an academic department; and Claire, teaching-oriented Senior Lecturer in a science discipline. Each one 
gives examples of collegial practices that express or represent fairness and transparency in university 
organisational arrangements. 
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Collegial practices underpinned by the logic of fair go are characterised by turn-taking and rotational 
arrangements, whereby academics step in to take leadership or governance roles for a defined period of 
time. At a basic functional level, such collegial practices work to rein in objectionable behaviours or biased 
decisions, because those in rotational leadership or decision-making roles, can expect payback when the 
tables are turned. Thomas, Head of Department, describes his previous academic context, where such 
practices prevented hostile infighting among three distrustful professors competing over resources in the 
department: “each of the professors knew that if they screwed the other parts of [the discipline] whilst 
they were head, they will [pay it back]”. For John, Chair of an Academic Board, such collegial practices are 
less about controlling undesirable behaviours and more about fostering respect within the institution as a 
scholarly community. Yet he also describes collegiality in academic governance contexts as a “give and 
take” relationship: if academics “want [their] discipline to get a fair go then [they] have to give a fair go to 
every discipline” (John, Chair AB). While ensuring fairness and equality, a less favourable outcome of these 
collegial relations might be that academics in rotational leadership or academic governance roles avoid 
making progressive reforms that are unpopular among their colleagues. This tendency to reproduce 
stagnant academic cultures, sometimes described as “live and let live attitude” (Downing, 2005, p. 57), is 
often seen as undesirable by university management. Therefore, replaced by appointed departmental 
heads and pursued academic leadership careers, the traditional collegial practices reliant on fair go can be 
seen as being in decline in contemporary universities. 
 
However, the logic of fair go, underpinned by the idea of academics’ similarity and interchangeability, is 
still prevalent in the ways that academic departments allocate academic workloads. In Claire’s 
department, for example, everyone teaches and pulls their weight – the same workload formula is applied 
equally to every academic. Academics are construed as identical, in many ways, with no differentiation 
between individual strengths or weaknesses. Claire sees this uniformity in equal treatment of colleagues as 
a positive: “even if somebody does a bad job, they won't reduce their teaching load, because, well, then 
everybody will try and do a bad job because nobody wants to teach”. Thus, collegial practices that function 
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under the logic of fair go ensure procedural fairness. However, while ensuring transparency and fairness, 
such schemes seem to mainly shelter individuals from being taken advantage of by their colleagues, rather 
than advancing high collegial ideals. Indeed, in Thomas’s description of his elaborate attempts to distribute 
work fairly in his department, the underlying intention appears to be that of alleviating distrust among 
colleagues: 
 
We have a transparent workload formula as well and that's part of your collegiality is that […] 
everybody can see how their individual pie chart looks and everybody can see how the points are 
allocated. […] They get to see everybody else's pie chart but not the raw data. That's a little too – 
it's not confidential but a little too prying maybe. So part of it is that you believe that everybody is 
pulling their weight – it is important (Thomas, Prof). 
 
By focusing on the operational aspects of academic work, collegial practices governed by the logic of fair 
go tend to reproduce the existing academic systems. The focus on fairness and the everyday running of 
the academy in these collegial practices does little to encourage individuals to raise big questions about 
the purpose or conditions of academic work. With the emphasis on equitable allocation of workloads, the 
question about the volume of work encoded in academic workloads, for example, is not considered by 
Thomas or Claire in their accounts. 
 
Therefore, the logic of fair go encompasses rather apolitical collegial practices – rotational role-taking can 
lead to directionless churn and habitual reproduction of the current system. However, despite being 
underpinned by the idea of similarity and therefore mostly practised amongst equals, such rotational roles 
offer desirable opportunities for those situated on the lower rungs in the academic hierarchy (albeit if only 
to ease the load for more senior members). For example, John, in his role as Chair of an Academic Board, 
explains how he has started offering student representatives opportunities to chair working groups: 
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I wanted to send a message. I also wanted to give them some experience. I thought, why wouldn't 
you? If I keep on asking the same members of the board to chair meetings I'll wear them out. So, 
I'll just spread the pain – spread the glory (John, Chair AB). 
 
Whilst collegial practices governed by the logic of fair go perform a largely stabilising function within the 
academy, the academic system becomes somewhat open to reconfiguration due to the ongoing iterations 
of such collegial practices. As in the example above, these practices can allow for an emergence of new 
arrangements that work towards diminishing academic hierarchies. Although the academic system itself is 
not questioned by these collegial practices, the academic establishment can be periodically destabilised 
through rotational leadership. As a result, opportunities for public contestation of current arrangements 
can arise, if less traditional or more politically minded individuals get an opportunity to influence the 
system from a position of authority. 
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6.3.3 Logic of Legitimacy: Attractors of Tradition and Quality 
Collegial practices guided by the logic of legitimacy are commonly enacted through formal university 
governance and decision-making bodies, such as Academic Boards and Senates. Similar to the logic of fair 
go, these practices rely on academics’ status as peers and equals. However, they are characterised by the 
focus on ensuring the legitimacy of academic governance and decision-making in a broader sense, rather 
than fairness to individuals. Collegial practices are enacted through an intentional search for perspectives 
that are representative of diverse academic communities and consensus-seeking deliberations in academic 
decision-making. 
 
Perhaps unsurprisingly, examples of collegial practices operating under the logic of legitimacy are mostly 
narrated by those situated in the highest echelons of universities. In this section, I draw on interviews with 
John, Chair of an Academic Board; Rose, a Deputy Vice-Chancellor; and Anne, a former Chair of an 
Academic Board. 
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The logic of legitimacy requires a faithful representation of the diversity of university structural entities 
and disciplines, to ensure the validity of academic governance. As John, Chair of an Academic Board, 
explains, the Academic Board as a decision-making body draws its legitimacy from collegial processes that 
afford participation opportunities to all constitutive members of an academic community: 
 
The guy in the office next to me may rail against the decision from the Academic Board but he will 
do whatever it is. The reason he does it is because he knows that if he wished to he could be 
involved in that making of that decision. The fact that he wasn't is because he's chosen not to, not 
because he couldn't (John, Chair AB). 
 
The composition of collegial decision-making bodies has to be seen by an academic community as fairly 
representing the institutional and disciplinary structures – “you shouldn't have to have a School saying, 
well, because the other Schools have made these electoral choices we have to do such” (John, Chair AB). 
Thus, Academic Boards tend to be organised according to the existing institutional structures, such as 
Faculties or Schools. Yet these collegial practices are also about mobilising members of an academic 
community to stake a claim in university matters – “decisions are made by people who show up” (Anne, 
ex-Chair AB). 
 
Collegial practices governed by the logic of legitimacy, particularly in academic governance and 
management consultation contexts, can be seen as an expression of a commitment to the Enlightenment 
ideal of rationality. In theory, academic governance relies on the availability of evidence and diverse 
perspectives, and these are considered through open deliberation in public collegial arenas. A desirable 
outcome of such deliberation is a consensus, rather than a top-down decision. John, Chair of an Academic 
Board, is forceful in his delineation of the Academic Board’s responsibilities as a consensus-based 
governance body: 
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My modus operandi is if we have a disagreement between two faculties, I will say to them, I'm 
going to lock you in this room. You figure it out. When you are ready to come out and tell me 
what your agreement is then you can come out. Or I might put up a working party to develop that. 
But if there are two parts of the institution that are in a disagreement it is not for the Board to 
pick and choose, that's not our job (John, Chair AB). 
 
Although not articulated in problematic terms, John’s account mirrors Rowland’s (2013) research, which 
indicates that while collegial governance relies on the assumption that issues can be publicly challenged 
and debated, that rarely happens in practice. To minimise the time spent at Academic Board meetings, 
much of the negotiation and deliberation leading to decisions tends to happen in subcommittees, 
workgroups or other less formal settings. Rowlands (2013) sees it as problematic that much of the 
supposedly collegial decision-making takes place outside of the public arena. Further questions can be 
asked about whether the collegial processes for deliberation that take place publicly are by definition 
neutral. By positioning decisions and outcomes of collegial deliberations as legitimate and valid for all 
university constituents, too little attention is paid to the potential for power plays in the legitimation of 
these practices. Speaking from the position of ex-Chair of an Academic Board, Anne admits: 
 
A very big question for me with Academic Board that I've never quite resolved in my head is who 
leads and who follows. Or is it everybody together making decisions? I don't know. […] I suppose 
to what extent can Academic Board change or decline proposals, recommendations that senior 
management puts forward (Anne, ex-Chair AB). 
 
While in abstract terms, Anne, ex-Chair of an Academic Board, sees no alternative to collegial governance 
if we are to “embrace the views of the constituents”, she is at a loss to explain how this consideration of 
diverse perspectives actually happens: “somehow embracing those views, that's the key. How does that 
happen? I don't know”. Anne pauses to consider whether opportunities to have one’s voice heard in such 
highly formal public forums can ever be equitable: 
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Yeah, there is feeling of consensus. But is everybody's voice part of this consensus, is the question. 
Were all voices heard in the discussions that led to that vote, is the question (Anne, ex-Chair 
Academic Board). 
 
Similarly, Thomas, Head of Department, ponders the practice of collegial legitimation, yet openly admits 
that his role is steering committee discussions in his department. In his leadership role, Thomas sees his 
challenge as “convincing the committees and [his] colleagues to do what [he] want[s] or what [he] know[s] 
is the right thing”. The value of collegial deliberations for Thomas is the fact that committees often “come 
up with things that are actually better than [he] would've done on [his] own”. Yet, he is very clear that the 
final decision, ultimately, is his. As a Head of Department, Thomas can still reject collegial decisions due to 
budgetary constraints or other reasons that staff might not have been aware of. However, he recognises 
the importance of being subtle about “guiding the ship” and generally aims to develop “a sense of 
ownership of decisions” in his department. When introducing “wholesale changes to the teaching 
program”, for example, Thomas comments that he “knew it was needed but [he] wanted the staff to tell 
[him] it was needed”. Thus, in committee meetings he tends to “sit back quietly, for as long as [he] can, 
where they're going in the right direction”, listen to people “weigh in” and wait for a consensus to emerge. 
Unless the collegial decision cannot go forward due to external reasons, the department “will accept that 
this is the course of action [they]’re going to go down”. 
 
Drawing on the legitimacy arising through collegial decision-making, similar practices are often brought 
into play by the university executive seeking the academic community’s endorsement of management 
decisions. For example, university executives often put substantial effort in engaging a university 
community in “iterative and collaborative” (Rose, DVC LT) discussions about a university vision or a 
strategic direction. Rose, a Deputy Vice-Chancellor, describes such a consultation process as part of the 
review of her university’s strategic vision: 
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The Vice-Chancellor sent a draft out to all staff at the same time that he was advertising his latest 
round of campus talks. These talks are open to all staff to attend, and for any staff member 
present to question him on anything that they wish, or to email him on anything they choose to. 
So that draft blueprint went out to every staff member with the opportunity to provide input and 
feedback to that vision (Rose, DVC LT). 
 
Decisions made and practices exercised in such public collegial arenas are witnessed by constituent 
communities. This is supposed to guarantee a fair dealing of the issues and hold management accountable 
for their actions. Even though these consultation processes tend to result in final decisions made by senior 
managers, once a collegial consultation process is completed, the outcomes are legitimised and the 
academic community is assumed to be behind the decisions made. “In the end I made the final call for the 
[vision], but almost every word of it had come through a series of opportunities for all sorts of people to 
become involved” (Rose, DVC LT). Echoing Rose, Anne, ex-Chair of an Academic Board, explains that on her 
reckoning, the main purpose of an Academic Board is “having a forum for voices to be heard. Senior 
management may have the opportunity to take on different views, if they're open to it”. Collegial input 
appears to be welcome when it comes to words that frame a university’s vision, but less likely when it 
comes to financial considerations. Collegial consultation has no place when it comes to harsh economic 
realities: 
 
There are some other decisions, like cost versus benefit, where those decisions are made by a 
number of staff and we all have to do that. If we are going to be sustainable and viable, and if 
we're going to release funds to invest more into research and teaching, we have to lower the cost 
of some of our transactional, low-value operations (Rose, DVC LT). 
 
These instances of legitimacy-seeking consultation can be seen as an appropriation of collegial decision-
making practices. By foregrounding opportunities for staff participation and input, the actual processes of 
decision-making, and the power plays embedded within them, are glossed over. While difference appears 
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to be accommodated within the existing system and established processes, the contingency of these 
arrangements and the formation of these institutional structures themselves are not questioned. For 
instance, facing impending organisational structure changes in his university, John, Chair of an Academic 
Board, simply assumes that the structure of the Board will have to change accordingly. In the context of 
managerial reforms that re-position Academic Boards in the periphery (Rowlands, 2013), collegial decision-
making is often defended by academic communities as fundamental to a well-functioning university. 
However, in the university itself, the role of the Academic Board within it and the very processes of 
collegial decision-making do not tend to be questioned. 
 
Similar to the logic of fair go, through the focus on procedural aspects of transacting university’s business 
and ensuring the legitimacy of the decisions made, these types of collegial practices tend to be concerned 
with the habitual maintenance of existing academic processes. Moreover, these practices can also be 
associated with the attractor of quality, because of the assumption that a multiplicity of viewpoints 
represented in a public deliberation of issues can lead to better institutional decisions and outcomes. Thus, 
collegial legitimation practices can be linked to both institutional enhancement agendas and to 
maintaining the tradition of collegial decision-making within the academy. 
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6.3.4 Logic of Subversion: Attractor of Tradition 
Collegial practices governed by the logic of subversion encompass academics’ collective attempts to work 
‘against the grain’ of individualising neoliberal regimes within the academy. Driven by the desire to revive 
solidarity within the academic class, these practices position collective endeavour as a fundamental aspect 
of academic work. Characterised by deliberate efforts to resist the competitive drive endorsed by 
university management, these collegial practices are subversive to institutional imperatives and 
individualising neoliberal logics. Collegiality, under the logic of subversion, is practised through prioritising 
positive outcomes for colleagues and local workplace contexts rather than institutional goals, whilst still 
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appearing to be ‘playing by the formal rules’. Such practices are seen as counteracting the unfairness 
implicit in contemporary academic systems. 
 
In this section, I draw from interviews with two female professors, Emily and Michelle. Both describe their 
efforts to carve out spaces for more equitable and collegial practices in otherwise uncaring institutions. 
Both disagree with institutional practices that pitch academics against each other, for example, the 
systemic use of precarious academic appointments, individualised promotion processes or competitive 
research funding schemes. Emily and Michelle act in ingenious and sometimes counterintuitive ways to 
establish collegial practices that support colleagues’ ascendance through institutional ranks, via skilful 
subversion of the logics of competition embedded in institutional processes. 
 
Emily, a Professor, describes a “pact” she made with a group of three colleagues to take turns to go for 
academic promotion. “Unified” by shared values yet mindful of their “divergent objectives”, Emily explains 
how colleagues working on the joint project have recognised that they can “collectively support” each 
other. Recently promoted to Professor, Emily knows that it is her turn now to put the “collective energy” 
towards supporting the colleague who is a Senior Lecturer. To “help her get her promotion”, the group of 
colleagues will now “make sure her name's going first on papers [they’re] writing, or she's first named on 
grants. If there are esteemed things happening, she will be the one profiled, not [the other two]”. “It's 
agreed, it's not even said, it's just understood”. In this way, Emily and her colleagues advance their 
individual careers by satisfying the institutional requirements, yet at the same time refusing to buy into the 
competition discourse. 
 
Emily describes how her institutional focus on research productivity and outcomes opens up possibilities 
for individuals to mobilise like-minded colleagues to create research trajectories that are not necessarily 
endorsed by the institution. Emily’s self-organised “entirely female” research group are situated within a 
Faculty that “has identified a research focus that is absolutely outside of [their] interest”. All the new 
appointments within the Faculty have been aligned with its newly identified research strengths. Being 
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“outside of the mainstream”, the group members “actively seek to support and promote each other's 
work in defiance of what [they] think the institutional focus would be”:  
 
whether that's going out of your way to speak up if your colleague is under attack in a public 
forum, to looking for strategic ways that will benefit not just the individuals, but the group as a 
whole, or by looking for grants and projects that we can all be part of (Emily, Prof). 
 
This loose research formation has “become a research group” by “collectively achieving in a way that 
meant the institution had to recognise [them] as a group”. Therefore, these collegial practices draw on the 
power of the collective to use an institution’s own logic, in order to subvert its mandates and replace 
institutionally intended meanings (such as excellence or productivity) with collective enactments of 
solidarity. 
 
Similarly, in the research centre led by Michelle, also a Professor, collegiality serves to “make things a bit 
more equitable across the organisation”. She is proud that academics within her centre have “made a 
habit of flipping the funding models and hiring practices on their head”. “From the earliest days” they have 
made a decision to hire junior staff to permanent positions, while placing senior staff on fixed-term 
contracts. The typical practice of making junior staff positions dependent on project-based funding seems 
unfair to Michelle, as junior staff “are more likely to be in a more precarious position in all sorts of ways”. 
By rejecting the widely practised approach of “buying research” to meet institutional research targets and 
ascend in research rankings, Michelle’s centre embeds the collegial practices of mentoring and support 
into practical and systematic approaches that provide structured developmental career paths for junior 
researchers. This collegial arrangement prioritises the health of the workplace climate and opportunities 
for junior colleagues ahead of the institutional mandate to reward performance or excellence. Similar to 
Emily’s example of taking turns in academic promotion, this inventive collegial practice, Michelle notes, 
still works “within the university HR system”. 
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While seemingly emancipatory and subversive, these collegial practices do not tackle the unjust academic 
system head-on, preferring instead to slip under the institutional radar and benefit from the competitive 
academic rewards system, without buying into the individualising logic that underpins it. As such, the logic 
of subversion positions collegial practices in the domain of social rather than political practices, since there 
is no public contestation of the injustices that are built into the academic system. Like the collegial 
practices associated with the logics of assimilation, legitimation and fair go, the logic of subversion can be 
associated with the attractor of tradition. The university structures, though recognised as biased and 
unjust, are accepted as a given and worked around, rather than directly challenged. The positive impacts 
of collegiality are mainly conceived in terms of benefits to individuals and workplace climate, drawing on 
the somewhat nostalgic image of the academy as a place where scholars exercise academic freedom, are 
respectful of peers, but are not beholden to external obligations or institutional goals. Academics are 
conceptualised as similar and equivalent, although there is recognition of differences in terms of seniority 
or gender. As with collegial practices underpinned by the logic of assimilation, academic career 
progression is situated as a goal universally shared by all academics, and collegial practices are constructed 
to create equal opportunities for individuals to progress through the academic ranks. 
 
Despite the problematic aspects and superficial similarities which afflict the logics of assimilation and fair 
go, collegial practices governed by the logic of subversion can be placed much further along the spectrum 
towards the ethical dimension. Firstly, these collegial practices indicate awareness of difference in 
academic positionings and subjectivities, as well as sensitivity to disadvantage and bias in academic 
systems. Recognising that competition functions as a practical norm in contemporary university processes, 
efforts are made to build collegial structures that challenge the illusion that academic success arises from 
sheer individual brilliance. By functioning within the existing institutional criteria for academic success, in 
practical terms, these practices are clearly more advantageous for the individuals involved. In contrast, the 
public or political contestation of systemic injustices can bring about undesirable consequences for 
individuals. Further, these collegial practices replace the imagined motivations underpinning the 
competitive academic systems with practices that recognise the humanity and vulnerability of its 
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participants. For example, in Emily’s example, the meaning of ‘going for promotion’ is transformed from an 
institutional recognition of individual excellence to a collective and supportive exercise in growth and 
development. Through such supportive collegial micro-networks, the overall institutional climate can feel 
less severe or punishing and, as in Michelle’s example, employment arrangements can be reconfigured to 
make university systems more equitable in real terms. 
 
Despite their emancipatory aspirations, these subversive collegial practices are prone to the same 
injustices that mar the rest of the academic system. Since many aspects of these collegial arrangements 
are informal or not even explicitly articulated, as in Emily’s example, the bias and injustices implicit in 
university practices may be further exacerbated, due to a lack of transparency or explicitly agreed 
processes: 
 
Even in my little group of three, two females, one male, the male got his promotion to Professor 
first, a good two years before I even applied. I think that was quite important to him, despite the 
fact that really the endeavour, which was a big part of his promotion application, was very 
collective. Afterwards he was kind enough to share his promotion application with me. […] I think 
somewhere it did say ‘created with colleagues’, but that was over here and then there'd be 
another six pages of his personal leadership (Emily, Prof). 
 
True to her beliefs, Emily refuses to play the individual leadership ‘game’ in her own academic promotion 
application, despite receiving feedback from others that “there's too much collegiate claim” advising her 
to “name it as [hers]”. She insists that “it truly was” a collegial effort: “I'm not going to pretend it's just me, 
when it isn't just me, but I think lots of people do, well I think lots of men do particularly”. 
 
Collegial practices guided by the logic of subversion allow academics to establish alternative value systems 
that operate ‘under the radar’, yet remain within the parameters of the existing system. In contrast to 
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collegial practices associated with the attractor of social justice, there is no intent or little belief in the 
ability to change the system that is well recognised as biased and unjust through these collegial practices. 
Despite their subversive aspirations, similar academic practices are sometimes critiqued in the higher 
education literature for complicity with the neoliberal regimes (Leathwood & Read, 2013). These authors 
highlight how such practices reproduce the problematic aspects of university systems; for example, by 
generating tangible strategically aligned outcomes for institutions through academics’ support for each 
other by participating in the ‘publication game’. Moreover, by situating collegial practices and managerial 
imperatives in binary oppositional terms, these collegial practices can work to strengthen the perceived 
dichotomy between institutional goals and academics’ aspirations. 
Go back to the list ^ 
 
6.3.5. Logic of Diversity: Attractors of Quality and Novelty 
Collegial practices functioning under the logic of diversity conceptualise plurality of perspectives as an 
asset that can be deployed to achieve institutional goals. Linked with the attractor of institutional quality, 
collegial practices under this logic are positioned to minimise bias, avoid groupthink, help the institution 
grasp a fuller picture of the issues it faces, and in this way, produce more considered and high-quality 
institutional responses to the challenges faced by the university. These collegial practices intentionally 
seek difference in perspectives, status and disciplinary positionings to harness “the power of people 
working together” (Rose, DVC LT). In Rose, Deputy Vice-Chancellor’s terms, the goal is to contribute to 
institutional enhancement. Diverse perspectives and participants are included in spite of differences (or 
rather because of differences). 
 
To explore collegial practices governed by the logic of diversity, I mainly draw on examples from Rose, 
Deputy Vice-Chancellor and John, Chair of an Academic Board. Their role is to exercise leadership in 
achieving institutional goals, and both give multiple explanations for why diverse perspectives are 
beneficial to running universities. Interestingly, Rebecca, who regularly interacts with the Vice-Chancellor 
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and other senior executives as a student representative, also has interesting insights (and frustrations) to 
share about the ways that diversity is enacted in collegial academic governance processes. 
 
Throughout her account, Rose, Deputy Vice-Chancellor, asserts that in her view, collegial practices must 
include diverse people in organisations – in fact, it is an imperative “not just a luxury or something that's 
nice to do”. For Rose, diversity brings unique perspectives and, therefore, cognitive benefits to the 
collective. In her leadership role, Rose is “increasingly seeing the value of the different ways of thinking” 
and is very aware of the enormous challenges facing universities:  
 
The idea that any individual, these days, can hold, for even a moment let alone sustain, the kind of 
range of expertise and capabilities that we need is just utterly unrealistic. So instead of every 
individual trying to accomplish all of these things, then we're better to realise, reflect on what our 
individual strengths and contributions can be, and to work collaboratively to accomplish what we 
all seek to achieve (Rose, DVC LT). 
 
A similar commitment to institutional outcomes through collegial processes is expressed by John (Chair, 
AB) who describes the role of the Academic Board as “transacting the university business to make sure 
that we are cognisant of things like quality and equity and to make sure that whatever we do we're doing 
in the best possible way that we can” (John, Chair AB). While collegial practices guided by the logic of 
diversity are frequently enacted in decision-making contexts, and thus appear to be similar to those 
functioning under the logic of legitimacy, these collegial practices seek the enhancement of institutional 
outcomes, rather than procedural fairness or opportunities to influence the institutional direction for 
university constituents. What is derived through such collegial engagement is not fairness or the legitimacy 
of decisions made, but a form of institutional quality. 
 
Rose, Deputy Vice-Chancellor, notes that building collegial relationships on the basis of difference and 
diversity is often difficult. Institutional structures, workloads, reward and recognition systems do not 
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encourage people to work “beyond their normal tribe”, she regrets. But the “greatest difficulty”, according 
to her, “is also where the greatest potential is”. People “become very comfortable within the subgroups 
they belong to” and they learn to “speak the same language”: 
 
When you try to work with people from other areas, you very quickly realise that people don't all 
think the same way. It is valuable to take the time to work through that and to build respect and 
trust to benefit from those different ways of thinking coming together. But that's not easy and 
that takes time. If you can't get beyond the polite early stages, you don't realise what benefits can 
be (Rose, DVC LT). 
 
In her role, Rose deliberately tries to introduce more diversity in committees and workgroups, to reduce 
the risk of groupthink. Frequently, this means increasing the size of such collegial bodies: 
 
In the curriculum standards committee, instead of a fixed membership of 16 people who always 
attend it, we draw from a much broader base, probably closer to about 50 academics, of all 
different levels, all of whom are practising, teaching, course leading to enable wider and richer 
engagement in those processes (Rose, DVC LT). 
 
Rebecca, a student representative, has her own qualms about such collective involvement in decision-
making. She feels that collegial deliberation often slows down progress and delays getting things done: 
“things like working parties often tend to be very painful because they like to shove as many people as 
possible onto them”. Rebecca expresses her frustration with what she observes as an “old-fashioned” 
desire to always “bring in as many people as possible onto the project” or assemble committees and 
working parties around every issue. She describes one particular initiative that involved “people at the 
Chancellery”:  
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They were, all right, what other students can we put on it? I was like, there’s literally already over 
30 students on it. I’m sure we’ve covered whatever area we need covered. They’re like, but the 
poor students… (Rebecca, student representative). 
 
In Rebecca’s experience, it is more effective to go directly to the Vice-Chancellor with issues, rather than 
spend time in working parties where matters often “[go] back and forth and nothing [is] happening”. For 
her, such collegial deliberations do not increase the quality of decisions but are frequently used as a 
stalling technique, that potentially diminishes the initial drive for an initiative or a decision. Instead, the 
way she sees it, “the purpose of a working party is to kind of get all those people into a room, make sure 
everything’s covered and then go, all right, let’s get three people onto this”. Thus, despite opportunities 
for institutional enhancement, collegial practices relying on diversity are difficult to sustain in practice and 
in an ongoing way. 
 
Collegial practices operating under the logic of diversity rely on formal egalitarianism as the underpinning 
principle of collegial relations. Similar to the logic of legitimacy, diverse perspectives and contributions to 
institutional enhancement opportunities are imagined to be considered on their merit, irrespective of the 
status of the individual voicing them or the position from which it is spoken. Such egalitarian approaches 
are imagined to result in less groupthink and better-informed decisions. As with practices associated with 
the logic of fair go, the diversity, however, is conceived on the basis of similarity of positions or possible 
contributions. While diversity of disciplinary, institutional or gender perspectives are regularly pursued, the 
structures, categories and perspectives arising from them are often thought of as static and 
unquestionable. Therefore, I situate the logic of diversity closer to the ideological end of the spectrum of 
collegial practices. 
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6.3.6. Logic of Reconfiguration: Attractor of Quality 
Collegial practices governed by the logic of reconfiguration are primarily focused on enacting institutional 
enhancement agendas. Under this logic, collegial practices do not occur naturally; they are deliberately 
instantiated and instrumentally exercised towards institutionally prescribed ends. They work to ensure the 
quality and effectiveness of educational delivery, but also mobilise academics’ commitment to the 
institutional ‘excellence’ agenda more generally. The vision of a transformed university – a lean, adaptive 
and internationally competitive organisation – is shared by many senior university executives and is being 
rolled out across institutions in Australia and internationally. Academic work is often restructured by 
merging departments under the guise of administrative efficiency; encouraging interdisciplinary 
collaborations that subtly diminish the significance of disciplinary communities (Marginson & Considine, 
2000); “unbundling” (p. 59) of academic roles through the separation of research and teaching functions 
into distinct teaching- and research-focused academic positions (Macfarlane, 2011); and establishing so-
called “third space professional” (p. 42) roles, whereby highly qualified non-academic experts are hired 
and placed into teams composed of both academic and non-academic staff to work on strategic 
institutional projects (Whitchurch, 2012). This transformation – disaggregation or broadening – of 
academic roles is conceived by university management as an inevitable response to the changing realities 
of the contemporary HE sector. Recognising academics’ wariness with university reforms and the threat 
posed by the proliferation of so-called para-academic roles (Macfarlane, 2011), collegiality is used to 
appeal to academics’ values (or even a sense of moral duty), in order to summon them to take an active 
part in these transformation processes. 
 
Collegial practices associated with the logic of reconfiguration are most frequently discussed by university 
administrators who drive institutional transformation agendas and those in central, yet auxiliary, roles, 
such as experts in academic or research development units and libraries. In this section, I am mainly 
drawing on interviews with Rose, Deputy Vice-Chancellor, Cindy in a central Research Development unit 
and Elise, a librarian, who is looking for more systematic ways to productively engage with academics 
across her university. Thomas, a Professor, provides a counter-perspective, espousing some of the more 
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traditional ‘truths’ about the academy, including claims for autonomy from university administration in 
running his department. 
 
In Rose’s account, the end game for the new ‘lean and mean’ academy is clear and unproblematic – 
institutional ‘excellence’ and quality of educational provision that is financially viable. Collegial practices 
are imagined as vehicles for efficiency and an effective division of labour, allowing individuals to build on 
each other’s expertise to harmoniously work towards this shared goal. By intentionally composing teams 
that are aligned with strategic institutional priorities that go beyond and across the traditional boundaries 
of academic roles and organisational structures, Rose is seeking to open up more spheres of institutional 
life for quality enhancement. 
 
In a leadership role [I have been able] to get that bird’s-eye view of the potential of breaking 
through those traditional boundaries. That's not just with academic staff in different divisions or 
departments working together, but it's with different sorts of third space professional staff, like 
learning designers for example, working in collegial, respectful ways […] to achieve the things that 
we know we have to achieve. So we are increasingly encouraging and investing in and trying to 
enable people to learn and practise together in meaningful teams or networks or communities 
(Rose, DVC LT). 
 
Rose considers academic roles in terms of their functions and sees ways to reconfigure them more 
effectively. She deems the traditional arrangements in the academy that allow individual academics to 
exercise significant autonomy in their work as inadequate for the times. However, the new institutional 
configurations and non-academic expert positionings she introduces destabilise existing conceptions of 
academic work. These reforms, it turns out, are not only about streamlining academic work functions but 
also involve encounters with historical imaginaries and fantasmatic attachments (as I have discussed in 
Chapter 2). Thus, Rose is mindful that university transformation in a new image is not only about “rolling 
out” quality enhancement projects, it is also about establishing new relationships and adjusting current 
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practices, to enable a seamless exchange of expertise within and across teams and institutional divisions. 
Appealing to collegiality, Rose supposes, is one way to smooth over institutional discontinuities and 
integrate quality enhancement projects with typical academic practices. Because collegial practices are 
presumed to exist in current academic configurations, it is imagined that they will form the basis for the 
new relationships established according to the parameters set by the institution. 
 
Collegiality, however, turns out to provide limited purchase on establishing productive relationships 
between the new breed of professionals and academics. It transpires that academics are somewhat 
sceptical about collaborations – collegial or otherwise – along the lines of institutional strategic priorities: 
“It just becomes this thing of well I don’t need you, or you’re here just to do this for me. It’s difficult” 
(Rose, DVC LT). The rules of engagement for these new institutional relationships are generally not well-
established and must be renegotiated in each instance by the individuals involved. Those in the new expert 
roles frequently find that academics need to be courted, coaxed and convinced to participate in 
institutional quality enhancement projects. Charged with strategic institutional responsibilities, experts like 
Elise, a librarian, work to cover the ground and establish relationships with all academics within the whole 
institution, not only the “easy” ones that “flourish naturally” (which would be unsatisfactory for the 
institutional ‘quality’ agenda). As such, they are “hard work”: 
 
These partnerships I don’t think just happen naturally. […] They have to be pursued and you have 
to do things systematically, as well as do the relationship work. It’s very easy for people to fall 
back to something that is more comfortable, just to say, oh well, if an academic rings me up then 
I’ll work with them and if I never hear from them, I’ll never work with anyone (Elise, Library). 
 
To “chase partnerships” Elise has “to go into it with the thought about, what have you got to offer”, 
whereas she imagines that collegiality between academics is “like a natural thing that happens and is part 
and parcel of being an academic”. Having experience as a practising academic helps those in new expert 
roles to establish credibility, otherwise “[academics] actually think you’re just an administrator, what do 
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you know about actually putting your work on the line, that kind of stuff” (Cindy, Research development). 
Elise also observes that academics might be more forthcoming if they see a level of similarity with non-
academic professionals, based on their academic status, past experience in academic roles or “how [they] 
behave and how [they] can collaborate” (Elise, Library). Thus, collegial practices governed by the logic of 
reconfiguration remain foreign to academics, and are perhaps not even recognised as collegial by 
academics, unless non-academic experts are able to feign an approximation of an academic status in some 
way. 
 
It is interesting to observe that examples of collegial practices associated with the logic of reconfiguration 
are surreptitiously absent from the accounts of practices by the academic staff I interviewed. Thomas, 
Head of Department, asserts that academics are still the “workhorse of the university”: “They earn the 
money, they do the work. Everything else is in support of that”. He gives numerous examples of pushing 
back against the university administration, to protect or negotiate a more favourable position for his 
colleagues. In Thomas’s view, a sensible way for university administration to incentivise academics to 
follow the institutional quality enhancement agenda is “by making a big pot of money available” which can 
then be put to good use at departmental level. Working collegially with central services and units does not 
feature at all in his account of academic practices (or, indeed, in other interviews with academics in 
traditional roles situated in faculties). This is likely to confirm Elise’s concern that academics do not 
necessarily know or understand what staff in new non-academic expert roles can offer. 
 
Rose, charged with an institutional strategy agenda, laments that the traditional academy is plagued by the 
“problem of culture”. She sees “resistance” or non-compliance of academic staff as a major roadblock. 
Rose notes that despite being a positive notion, collegiality can also be tactically called upon by academic 
staff who feel threatened by changes. In her experience, these old-fashioned academics stubbornly hold 
on to outdated notions of individualised academic work and resist team-based approaches: 
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What I witnessed sometimes as what is termed collegiality is really – this is going to sound awful – 
but is really often us against them, hunkering down and sometimes just defending traditions and 
practices which just are not always benefiting anybody to be honest. […] my fear [is] that we just 
keep desperately trying to hang on to the way always done things, which is just – it's 
unsustainable (Rose, DVC LT). 
 
Curiously, under the logic of reconfiguration, those involved in the project of remaking the academy are 
beginning to deliberately move away from the language of ‘collegiality’ to that of ‘collaboration’ and 
‘partnerships’: 
 
When we work with course teams, there are always other people involved: professional staff 
within the school, professional staff from our team, learning designers. Whilst we hope that 
people will work in a collegial way in that collegial signifies to me mutual respect and a shared 
mission, often because of the different ways that people think and work, it tends to be more the 
need for collaboration rather than the collegial thing. They're not really – they don’t see 
themselves as colleagues (Rose, DVC LT). 
 
Rose’s view is echoed by Elise, a Librarian, who notes that library staff “giggle sometimes” when they are 
called colleagues. Elise “just step[s] around it” and tends to use the word ‘partnership’ instead. Indeed, the 
notions of ‘collaboration’ and ‘partnership’ do not imply sameness or similarity of status, but suggest 
respectful relationships and a common purpose. As explained by Rose, these notions are able to 
accommodate difference and unequal positioning of individuals in a given academic configuration: 
 
I suppose to me the idea of partners recognises that people are coming from different areas or 
power relations. The idea of and the terminology around colleagues and collegial, sort of implicitly 
suggests equality. Their equal status, their equal … and much of what we do is increasingly 
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involving people of very varying status or expertise. So I think by using that language of 
partnership you state that very clearly upfront (Rose, DVC LT). 
 
Collegial practices governed by the logic of reconfiguration position the reformed academy as a complex 
machine chugging towards the goal already visible on the horizon, seamlessly incorporating its 
heterogeneous parts into a unified whole. Although prising apart academic roles to redistribute aspects of 
academic functions across a team of experts is now a widespread practice in contemporary universities, 
the university administrations are still grappling with the mechanisms that can support such a complex 
reconfiguration of teamwork. Collegial practices under the logic of reconfiguration prove to be a ‘hard sell’ 
to academic audiences. It appears that collegiality maintains its exclusive status as “secret academic 
business”, “something that happens between academics in the faculty” (Elise, Library), with academics 
inclined to keep it that way. From the institutional perspective, collegial practices that are unable to 
accommodate differences or a diversity of expertise, and that require equal status from everyone 
involved, are certainly outdated. While appealing to collegiality as a ‘jumping-off point’, the move towards 
the language and practices of ‘partnership’ is a compelling shift that communicates the moral imperative 
of the transformation endeavour. In its favour, it does not yet carry the historical baggage associated with 
the notion of collegiality. 
 Go back to the list ^ 
6.3.7 Logic of Redistribution: Attractors of Quality and Social Justice 
Collegial practices governed by the logic of redistribution, similar to the logic of diversity, regard difference 
of perspectives as a source of productive tension and inspiration. However, in contrast to the logic of 
diversity, these practices are attentive to organisational power differentials. Whereas practices functioning 
under the logic of diversity generally strive for harmony, distributive collegial practices are open to 
discomfort and the potential for conflict that arises from inclusion of varying perspectives. Driven by 
democratic ideals and striving for a more inclusive and socially just academy, individuals exercising collegial 
practices under the logic of redistribution turn to marginalised university constituent groups – students, 
tutors or external communities – for fresh insights about university life. In this way, opportunities to 
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influence institutions are opened up to those who traditionally do not have a say in university matters. As a 
contemporary expression of radical collegiality articulated by Fielding (1999), these collegial practices are 
often associated with the movement called Students as Partners (Matthews, Dwyer, Hine, & Turner, 2018). 
 
To explore collegiality practices associated with the logic of redistribution, I draw on the interviews with 
Anne, Professor, who is an advocate for Students as Partners initiatives within her institution and 
nationally, and Rebecca, a student representative who is regularly invited to participate in the highest 
levels of university decision-making. 
 
In explaining her aspirations for enacting redistributive collegial practices, Anne talks about her 
commitment to democratic values and the belief that universities are educating future citizens who should 
have “the right to have a say in decisions that affect [them]”. This is the underpinning motivation for her 
involvement in Students as Partners initiatives:  
 
We sit around in so many meetings making decisions about what students want. […] It seems 
ridiculous for a whole bunch of middle-aged academics, or young academics even, to be sitting 
around deciding what students want without having a student voice in there as well (Anne, Prof). 
 
Anne draws on her disciplinary background, particularly the notion of “restorative practice”, to explain 
how entrenched power imbalances in institutional relationships might be challenged by foregrounding 
“responsibility and respect, rather than the them-and-us, authoritarian attitude” between students and 
academics. To achieve this, Anne advocates for more genuine involvement of student representatives in all 
spheres of institutional life, from course level to the whole of institution. Recognising that students often 
lack institutional knowledge to adequately participate in institutional decision-making, her focus is on 
building support structures from the ground up, that enable students to influence the university through 
the various forums available to them. Rebecca, student representative, echoes Anne’s perspective in 
describing the importance of mentoring and support she has received from senior colleagues. It has 
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helped her to navigate the maze of institutional power relationships – from “bouncing ideas off” to 
learning “the best way to go about campaigns”, so that she is not “kind of just going in all over the shop”. 
 
While these collegial practices are intended to redistribute existing inequitable power relationships by 
broadening access to decision-making opportunities and guiding students to become more institutionally 
savvy, the scale of influence is still tipped towards the institution and its established ways of functioning. In 
Anne’s account, the practices of “training” students “properly as to how to be representatives” are 
positioned as essential to students’ ability to effectively influence the university. Similarly, Rebecca 
attributes the lack of training and preparation of some student representatives as the reason why a recent 
campaign in Rebecca’s university has “failed a little bit”. Students “weren’t really prepared for it, as per 
usual, and really didn’t understand how to go about it”. Rebecca also gives an example of the recent 
students’ fossil fuel divestment sit-in at the Chancellery as a misjudged form of activism and a cautionary 
tale of broken institutional relationships. Since students “stormed the building”, the Chancellery are 
“refusing to meet with [fossil fuel divestment activists] pretty much”. It turns out that those who do not 
play the institutional game are out of the game. Reflecting on her own “very sensible ways to go about 
things” that have enabled her to develop productive relationships with university executives and “get 
things done”, Rebecca regrets that fossil fuel divestment is now off the agenda. She knows that student-
institution relationships in other universities are “tough and tense” and she seeks more positive relations 
in her own work. 
 
Even though collegial practices governed by the logic of redistribution aim to be more inclusive, with 
opportunities for those in underprivileged positions to influence the university’s affairs, they position 
students as lacking or deficient in institutional knowledge. Existing academic governance arrangements 
tend not to be questioned and are considered to be generally adequate. Instead, the focus is placed on 
establishing practices to induct students into the system, in order for them to affect institutional matters 
on institutional terms. Students asserting their views through the means of a political protest are 
discounted as ineffective by both Rebecca and Anne – “decisions are made by people who show up rather 
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than people who wave banners outside”, says Anne. Driven by democratic and emancipatory aspirations, 
redistributive collegial practices, similar to those functioning under the logic of assimilation, seek to create 
more equitable conditions and diminish power differentials by schooling the differently positioned (and 
frequently less privileged) party to become more similar to the powerful one. 
 
Further, collegial practices associated with the logic of redistribution, such as Students as Partners 
initiatives, are increasingly associated with institutional educational quality enhancement agendas. By 
doing so, such practices are closer to those governed by the logic of reconfiguration. Anne seamlessly slips 
from the discourse of democratic values to the instrumental language of quality: 
 
The whole notion of students and staff or students and universities working together for a 
common end – to improve and enhance the quality and standards of a university and students’ 
education. I think there's a lot to be gained for students’ personal development and their 
qualifications. Students just feel really pleased to have an opportunity to be a conduit to the 
people who are running the courses while the courses are running and to have their feedback 
listened to (Anne, Prof). 
 
In these practices, students are positioned as having a unique perspective and holding valuable insights 
about their educational experiences that could be harnessed to inform institutional quality enhancement. 
From democratic aspirations aimed at levelling power imbalances, Anne moves on to talk about students 
as “an under-tapped resource” on what appears to be more extractive rather than reciprocal terms, 
aligning such relationships with institutionally pre-determined “shared” goals related to educational 
quality. 
 
Although fraught in many ways, by extending the invitation to students to participate on more equal terms 
(even if sometimes verging close to student-consumer positioning), collegial practices governed by the 
logic of redistribution destabilise traditional power relationships within the academy. In some cases, this 
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means bypassing academics and connecting students more directly to higher echelons of the university, as 
in the examples given by Rebecca. She claims that her student position allows her to manipulate 
institutional matters to achieve her desired outcomes. She admits that she cannot “outsmart” the Vice-
Chancellor, yet she feels that she can use the situations in which she finds herself to strategically “change 
his mind however [she] need[s him] to” – positioning herself squarely on equal terms with the highest 
institutional powers. Such a shift in power relationships can be perceived as threatening by some 
academics, who may feel that student participation in collegial deliberations about the quality of 
educational offerings “exposes their courses and opens them to criticism much more”, according to Anne. 
She also notes that “people may be a little bit worried it's another compliance thing” – highlighting the 
tension between democratic aspirations and institutional quality agenda. It is clear, however, why collegial 
practices under the logic of redistribution aligned with the institutional quality agenda are attractive to 
senior university administration. By introducing a traditionally marginalised student perspective into 
situations where power is brokered and major decisions are made, the position of academics as experts in 
all academic matters is weakened. Through an appeal to the social justice ideal, such redistributive 
collegial practices silence any possible objections from the academic class, with regard to the inclusion of 
previously underprivileged voices. 
 
Thus in collegial practices functioning under the logic of redistribution, questions of power and unequal 
positionings in institutional hierarchies are considered through deliberate attempts to work across power 
differentials. Difference in academic configurations is seen as desirable; it provides a unique perspective 
which can inform university processes or decision-making. The lack of different perspectives in academic 
decision-making contexts is viewed as detrimental to the optimal functioning of the academy, and efforts 
are made to work across unequal power relations to bring previously excluded perspectives into the fold. 
Redistributive collegial practices are enacted to improve institutional climates, processes and outcomes. 
By creating opportunities for those in less privileged positions to exercise agency and influence, they can 
also be beneficial to individuals’ careers. These collegial practices can be conceptualised as radical in their 
alignment with social justice ideals, yet they hold the potential to be co-opted to serve institutional quality 
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agendas. Often initiated by academics driven by democratic ideals, these practices do not always have a 
broad appeal to an academic constituency who, in the face of strengthening executive powers of 
university management, might wish to preserve the existing decision-making configurations including the 
power for self-determination. 
Go back to the list ^ 
 
6.3.8. Logic of Innovation: Attractor of Novelty 
Collegial practices operating under the logic of innovation, similar to the logic of legitimation and diversity, 
are underpinned by the belief that dialogue between those coming from different perspectives can enrich 
the outcomes of academic work. Yet, collegial practices associated with the logic of innovation tend to be 
more open-ended, often aimed at creating new groupings across (mainly disciplinary) differences, in order 
for novelty to emerge. These collegial practices are different from those governed by the logic of diversity, 
where groups of academic and non-academic experts are put together to work on institutional projects; 
and that of legitimacy, which involves academics representing diverse views and deliberating on issues, in 
order to arrive at an optimal decision. In contrast, rather than being guided by a clear purpose, issue or 
outcome in mind, collegial practices governed by the logic of innovation aim to create collegial relations 
that hold some kind of unrealised future potential. Individuals exercising these kinds of collegial practices 
are attentive to the contingency within academic structures and seek difference in their work to enrich 
knowledge and generate novel outcomes at some future point that is not yet determined. The dominant 
focus is on achieving productive outcomes through academic entrepreneurship and self-organisation 
across differences, rather than supporting individuals or enhancing workplace climates. 
 
To explore collegial practices governed by the logic of innovation, I draw on the accounts by Emily, Stewart 
and Thomas, Professors in their fields. In his description of collegial practices, Thomas also refers to his 
experiences as a Head of Department, which draws attention to institutional levers that are available to 
stimulate such practices. 
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Stewart asserts that having collegial connections across traditional disciplinary and Faculty silos broadens 
academics’ “horizons of possibilities”, which allows them “to look beyond [their] own immediate 
environment” and in this way invigorate their practice: 
 
You can do a lot of stuff if you’ve got colleagues who are like-minded and you trust each other. 
You can throw ideas around with them and try to develop interesting projects and collaborations 
(Stewart, Prof). 
 
Thomas concurs that collaborations across disciplinary specialisms can stimulate ideas and result in more 
creative or unusual research outcomes. He observes that the new generation of academics in his discipline 
are very entrepreneurial and are trained to focus on the “big picture”: “they think broadly, they 
collaborate broadly and are doing much better science as a consequence. The days of the one-person 
team are about gone”. 
 
In recognition of quality academic outcomes, collegial practices governed by the logic of innovation are 
very often pursued by institutions. However, both Thomas and Emily assert that these practices are only 
possible if they are initiated by academics themselves and are not institutionally mandated. The academic 
group that Emily is part of is “self-chosen”, not “imposed”, yet it is supported by the institution which 
“wants collaboration” to help academics “achieve things”. Telling academics what to do top down is 
“never going to work”, Thomas insists. As a Head of Department, he emphasises that it is neither the job of 
the senior university management nor his to “manage research” of his staff or “force collaborations”. 
Instead, he attempts to “foster” them in his Department through “the normal things like seminars, just 
getting staff together and talking”. Emily also asserts that the open-endedness of such collegial relations 
and the self-organised nature of academic groupings is precisely “the point” of such collaborations. 
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In supporting these kinds of collegial collaborations, universities have to be prepared to tolerate some 
risks, in anticipation of results that not always clear or pre-determined at the outset. For example, Thomas 
describes one institutional no-strings-attached funding scheme for cross-faculty collaborations: 
 
So they gave you $5000 for nothing other than saying, I want to collaborate. If you produce a 
paper out of that collaboration, they'd give you $20,000 to keep it going. I had one of them. It 
didn't work. The faculty didn't care. Didn't have to put a report in. It was easy money. We tried 
something. It didn't work. Didn't see the future of it – just let it go. One of my colleagues here I 
know collaborated, got a paper, got 20K. Kept it going. You foster the collaboration. But you don't 
tell them who to collaborate with (Thomas, Prof). 
 
While “easy money” might be becoming harder to come by these days, Emily contends that institutions 
tend to “lose touch with the reality”. Enterprising academics are needed to fill the gaps and enable 
institutions to succeed. Emily thinks that there is a bright future in the academy for someone like her who 
can “see opportunities and gaps and make an argument for why the institution needs to address them” 
and then “kind of step into that position”. 
 
In addition to the generation of new knowledge and institutional outcomes, collegial collaborations across 
disciplinary silos can also strengthen individual academics’ positions, by allowing them to “harness the 
resources of a big university”, according to Stewart. Emily also describes how being a part of a self-
organised collegial grouping can bring “mutual benefits” to its participants through collective research 
outputs. Being part of a cross-Faculty group that adopts a social justice lens in its research has enabled her 
to continue researching in an area that is not considered to be a Faculty strength. Due to the institutional 
focus on research metrics and productivity, rather than the substance of her research, Emily continues to 
be regarded as performing well, despite not being strategically aligned with the disciplinary research 
strengths in her immediate academic context. 
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Combined with academics’ need to “achieve things” and to produce measurable outcomes, collegial 
practices under the logic of innovation seem to serve the needs of, and derive benefits for, individuals, 
institutions and disciplinary fields. However, due to the focus on the outcomes of collegial relations and 
tolerance for (or even interest in) productive differences, rather than similarity, such collegial practices are 
different from those operating under the logics of assimilation. 
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6.3.9. Logic of Disruption: Attractor of Novelty 
Collegial practices aligned with the logic of disruption are exercised with the purpose of generating 
novelty. In contrast to the practices under the logic of innovation, they deliberately disregard or even 
challenge disciplinary structures and institutional silos. These practices tend to transcend the boundaries 
of the academy. Collegial relations are formed with those who can contribute an interesting perspective, 
regardless of their academic status or institutional affiliation. Indeed, the academic establishment itself is 
questioned; its structures and institutional imperatives are deemed to be irrelevant, unreasonable and 
stifling. Personal curiosity and commitment to discovery are positioned as the drivers of such collegial 
practices, with academic appointments seen as largely providing the convenience and financial stability 
needed to carry out the work. 
 
Collegial practices governed by the logic of disruption were only discussed by Nicholas, an Associate 
Professor, whose academic practice is situated in an emerging and experimental field between disciplinary 
boundaries. By being at the margins of what could be considered as the norm for collegial practices, these 
practices are interesting to consider because they contrast with the more familiar enactments of 
collegiality (such as those that I have clustered around the logics of assimilation or legitimacy). What is 
unique about collegial practices that seek to disrupt the current social order within the academy is that 
they propose alternative structures and rules for organising academic work. Sometimes, these are tested 
outside of academic institutions. 
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Nicholas’s practices are underpinned by the belief that the boundaries of the academy are (or should be) 
permeable. For him, collaboration “doesn’t start with the world the way it is formed, trying to build 
bridges. It really starts in the middle”. He works with “all kinds of people”: dancers, choreographers, 
philosophers, artists and “media people”. These collaborations are only possible if participants 
acknowledge that “everyone brings their discipline with them”, yet consciously work to “suspend enough 
of that” for a collegial “togetherness” to emerge. By disregarding institutional structures and imperatives, 
individuals are able to pursue their curiosity through open, potentially unproductive collaborations – 
“you're choosing who you're working with”. For example, Nicholas is currently “working with [his] 
favourite thinker in the world”: “why wouldn't I place my main interests in that network of people?” 
 
Such institution- or discipline-defying collegial formations do not always have appropriate avenues for 
their outcomes to be recognised. Nicholas describes how his scholarly network initially emerged in 
response to “the inadequate ability of the academy to deal with what people were doing”; in particular, to 
what he saw as “hostility to theory” in his discipline and difficulty in accepting political activism in 
universities at the time. His collegial network was formed outside of the academic establishment, to 
accommodate different ways of working, thinking and theorising. The need to imagine alternative ways of 
doing academic work gave a lot of energy to the network, generated “by the fact that you couldn’t get 
much purchase in the standard ways of doing things”. The people in the early network have now been 
folded back into the academy and have “become big academics” who “get lots of grants and get on to the 
various bodies that make all the decisions”. Thus, the radical work that Nicholas’s network was doing 
across and beyond the boundaries of the academy has become recognised as part of academic canon. 
“Meanwhile the institution has changed quite dramatically” as well. 
 
The managerial university environment is increasingly stifling the types of unconventional work that 
Nicholas is interested in doing. “Pretty bare collaboration” is encouraged which is “very functional” – “a lot 
of people get ahead by not doing things properly and leaving it to others, to put it really simply”. Academic 
performance demands imposed on individual academics “introduce new kinds of hierarchy and new kinds 
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of competition”, and are “starting to break down real collegiality”. “How do you do all these things and 
stay like a person?”, asks Nicholas. He is worried about the future of universities as they currently stand: 
 
Collegiality in the bigger sense here is almost an intangible energy that runs through the whole 
place and if you tear that to bits, fragment it or even make it difficult to express it, I don't really 
know what they think's going to happen after that. If you don't have that, what you're calling 
collegiality, not much else is going to happen actually (Nicholas, A/Prof). 
 
Disillusioned by universities, academics in Nicholas’s network contemplate leaving the academy, to be able 
to pursue “more rewarding activities which are more genuinely collegial and collaborative”: 
 
It is a kind of passion, and I think if you can't fulfil that and instead you're just fulfilling someone 
else's key performance indicator needs, then you go well, where else can I go? Why would you 
continue to research, when everything about research just gets more and more constrained? 
Actually, if you just go down the road or into the local town hall or go and visit your friends in the 
lounge room you can do far more interesting things from the point of education and research. […] 
Why would you stay having an unsuccessful life, to put it really simply, when you can go and have 
a really interesting life? (Nicholas, A/Prof). 
 
By privileging generative collaboration and novelty over individual careers or commitment to an 
institution, collegial practices governed by the logic of disruption enable academics to take an 
experimental stance in “building things otherwise” outside of the academy. People in Nicholas’s network 
are beginning to assemble “research and educational institutes outside of the university framework”; in 
particular, by “freeing accreditation up so it would be more distributed” which, he foresees, will “be very 
threatening to universities”. Nicholas thinks that this “new form of collegiality” is “hardly documented at 
all”, but “it's just gigantic”. “Universities will die quite possibly within ten years” because they “don't get 
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data”, “don't get networks”, “don't get the power of these things”, which are all currently controlled by 
private corporations. 
 
Novelty and alternative lines of thinking and organising underpin collegial practices aligned with the logic 
of disruption. There is a level of disassociation from the university as an institution, with collegial relations 
of most benefit to individual academics, their networks and external communities. The boldness with 
which alternative systems and the death of university are imagined is grounded in an experimental stance 
towards scholarly work, rather than an academic nostalgia or disappointment. As Nicholas’s past 
experiences show, cultivating collegial practices in marginalised and self-sustained communities of 
scholars, artists and activists – outside of the academy – is one way to rejuvenate the academic 
establishment itself. 
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6.3.10. Logic of Emancipation: Attractor of Social Justice 
Collegial practices governed by the logic of emancipation emerge in response to injustices that are built 
into the academic system. These practices involve the intentional and incremental work of creating spaces 
and support structures in universities to accommodate previously excluded academic subjectivities. By 
broadening the conversation, emancipatory collegial practices aim to redraw the lines between the 
privileged and marginalised academic positionings. They hinge on the assumption that, through a 
recognition and inclusion of difference, the academy will gradually be transformed towards a more 
inclusive and just institution. Collegial relations outside of formal institutional arrangements, assembled 
with the purpose of supporting those facing academic precarity, can be seen as part of emancipatory 
collegial practices as well, because they offer alternative forms of organising with an acute awareness of 
the contingency of social relations within the academy. Collegial practices operating under the logic of 
emancipation are different from those functioning under the logic of subversion, due to their explicit 
challenge of the existing academic structures as exclusionary and fundamentally unjust. Whereas 
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subversive collegial practices support individuals to fit in to the existing system, emancipatory practices 
aim to build alternative or parallel structures instead. 
 
To explore the logic of emancipation, I draw on the interview with Isabelle, Associate Professor, who is a 
journal editor and a founder of a successful academic women’s network. I also examine collegial practices 
in Emily’s account, which details her experiences in establishing a doctoral students’ program within her 
university. And finally, I include an interview with Cindy, a scholar in a niche disciplinary area that is 
notorious for precarious employment options for junior academics. All three women recognise the 
inequities in their academic environments and, from their various positions, labour to build collegial 
structures that are more inclusive of difference. 
 
Collegial practices governed by the logic of emancipation described by all three participants seek to create 
a new unity within the academy, along lines that are different from the single organising principle of white 
male privilege. A collective strength (or ‘alternative sameness’) emerges in these practices through an 
association with the ‘same difference’; for example, gender, race, academic precarity and so on – the 
types of academic subjectivities which typically have been excluded from the academic establishment: 
 
If you engage with the university in the most kind of ideal liberal sense, […] ‘I refine my intellect, I 
produce good knowledge, I help others refining it’, it leaves a lot of stuff at the door that scholars 
like me can't leave at the door. […] We're women with children. So we're literally not that kind of 
scholar in our bodies and we're also not that kind of scholar in epistemology either (Isabelle, 
A/Prof). 
 
Recognising that collegial practices functioning under the logic of assimilation fail to accommodate such 
differences, emancipatory collegial practices work to provide alternative support structures that are more 
inclusive: 
 
176 
 
We've had lots of discussions here in years gone by about deliberately having a women's network 
that was a counterpoint to that network [of the ‘old boys club’], acknowledging that's how men 
work and laughing about the fact that we've got our own versions of these networks now. They're 
not the same kind of network. They won't work in the same kind of way but they do kind of work 
(Isabelle, A/Prof). 
 
In principle, institutions seem to be sympathetic to such initiatives. For example, the various networks and 
programs established by Isabelle and Emily are financially supported and recognised by universities – 
Emily’s work has even led to a Professorship, which she acknowledges, is “unusual”. As with the logic of 
redistribution, however, there is a level of suspicion about alternative collective arrangements, particularly 
when the institutional profile of these new formations is noticed by those sympathetic to the more 
traditional notions of academic work. In her initiatives, Emily aims to break the typical delineations 
between academic positionings by “making a big fuss” about doctoral students’ achievements, usually 
“emailing their dean and their head of school and their supervisors”. She describes one instance when she 
“got a furious phone call” from one student’s supervisor saying “who gave permission for my student to do 
this? I would not have ever consented for him to waste his time with this rubbish”. From Emily’s 
perspective, a doctoral candidate could “give himself permission because he's an adult”, yet similar 
encounters with research supervisors who consider their doctoral candidates to be their “property” are 
too common in Emily’s view. Thus, the alternative lines of emancipatory collegial organising that gather 
marginalised academic subjectivities together under the banner of the ‘same difference’, can be perceived 
as political and threatening by academics in privileged positions. 
 
Cindy’s work in facilitating a research network in a niche disciplinary area is also an interesting example of 
an emergent collegial structure that functions under the logic of emancipation, and yet is conducted 
almost entirely outside of academic institutions. “Run on a shoestring”, it takes its particular shape of “a 
very organic network” that does not have a formal association structure and “certainly not paid 
membership” through necessity, rather than deliberate strategy. The main reason for the informal 
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structure of this collegial formation is lack of funding but, as it turns out, being “flexible and not 
institutionally aligned” has been quite beneficial for the network. Opening up its “social media channels to 
basically anyone who’s interested” enabled them to grow their group to almost 1000 members. Cindy 
does not know the majority of them, which she admits has “diluted the identity” of the group. Yet, she is 
pragmatic about the transient nature of the network – the majority of its members are in precarious 
employment conditions or are “students just finishing up degrees”. “As we know, people don’t end up in 
positions that allow them to focus on that topic for a sustained amount of time”, she says. Indeed, Cindy 
believes that a formal association structure would be ill-suited to serve the needs of this research 
community: 
 
You need people to be part of a committee, you need quorum, you need to meet X number of 
times a year; all those kinds of very formal structured things. Which with the rather mobile 
executive and membership that we have, doesn’t necessarily work very well (Cindy, Senior 
Lecturer). 
 
Similarly, she does not think that the network could sustain a journal for more than two or three years, 
because it is such a “niche and a relatively small field”. 
 
Cindy and her colleagues spend a lot of time doing “intangible kind of work behind the scenes”: 
“mentoring and reading peoples applications” because she “want[s] to see the next generation of scholars 
get ahead, basically”. Since the effort that Cindy contributes to the network does not produce academic 
outputs, such work is not measured or institutionally valued “except perhaps in an oblique fashion”. In the 
absence of institutional support, this collegial grouping of transient early career scholars in precarious 
employment conditions is dependent on voluntary labour. The network is built on informal relations, 
distributed responsibilities and is hosted on a commercial social media platform. Counter intuitively, this 
informality and loose structure seems to be what makes the network sustainable. 
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Approaches to academic self-organisation (or exploitation and voluntary labour) are sometimes critiqued 
for lacking a political charge, yet they arise precisely from a position of weakness. Emancipatory collegial 
practices exercised in Cindy’s network are not about academics’ complicity in their own subjugation or 
point scoring (which might be the case with practices linked with the logic of subversion). Rather, it is 
about survival, where the new generation of scholars attempt to forge their academic careers in 
contemporary universities. Given the precarity of academic labour that is beginning to be accepted as the 
norm in universities, this ad hoc form of collegial organising will soon, perhaps, be considered as the ‘new 
collegiality’ that is better suited to the (grim) future of universities. 
 
In summary, collegial practices functioning under the logic of emancipation seek to support individuals and 
institutions in establishing fairer academic climates, where difference is more accepted and those in 
marginalised positions are given a better chance at success in the academy. Such practices are about 
growing, expanding and nurturing different perspectives, aiming for a gradual transformation of the 
academic establishment. In contrast to collegial practices governed by the logic of disruption, there is a 
less defeatist stance with regards to what is imagined to be possible within universities as institutions. In 
collegial practices governed by the logic of emancipation, difference is seen as constitutive of social reality. 
It is not a question of whether it is beneficial for the institution (as in the logics of diversity or legitimacy), 
or the discipline (as with the logics of innovation); difference is a given and, therefore, it is seen as 
academics’ moral duty to work towards creating a space for it in the academy. 
Go back to the list ^ 
 
6.3.11. Logic of Transformation: Attractor of Social Justice 
Collegial practices that are governed by the logic of transformation, like those under the logic of 
emancipation, seek to transform the academy through the inclusion of more diverse perspectives. 
However, practices functioning under the logic of transformation advance a more radical proposition than 
simply opening up new pathways for those coming from less privileged positionings. Instead of enriching 
and diversifying perspectives available within the academy, they seek to construct a new purpose for the 
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academy as a socially-engaged institution. This is achieved by working with groups that are not 
traditionally academic, including underprivileged communities. Such collaborations are driven by the 
commitment to bring about a desirable change in the world, rather than to satisfy personal curiosity (as 
with the logic of disruption) or other more self-centred purposes, such as gaining funding or increasing 
participants’ academic status or reputation. 
 
In this section, I draw on Michelle’s interview. Michelle is co-leader of a research centre that carries out 
research involving communities, industry, NGOs, governments and the academy. She puts substantial 
effort into forging new projects and connections, aiming to make the boundaries of the academy more 
porous and open for engagement with external communities. In her interview, Michelle does not use the 
language of ‘collegiality’, referring to her practices as ‘collaboration’ or ‘engagement’ instead. I include 
these practices in this study, even though they might not be typically thought about in terms of collegiality. 
 
Collegial practices aligned with the logic of transformation are exercised in contexts that are assembled 
together for the purpose of collaboration around a shared goal. As a result, such formations do not 
necessarily have a common history or pre-existing ‘rules of engagement’ – the playing field itself often 
comes into being through the process of assembling collaborations together. In the absence of an existing 
social configuration with certain norms and ways of going about things, relations within such projects are 
forged based on who is at, and what is on, the table. Indeed, in many instances such groupings are only 
partly academic; a multiplicity of differently positioned stakeholders – governments, communities, 
industries – are often involved on equitable if not equal terms. The notion or practice of academic 
collegiality, therefore, is not the basis upon which such collaborations are built. Academics involved in such 
collaborations work deliberately on developing productive relationships with multiple constituent groups. 
 
Michelle’s work takes place in developing countries with, and for, unprivileged communities, exploring 
ways for these communities to sustain basic infrastructures. She observes that what is required in forging 
effective relations in these projects, is openness to other ways of thinking. Rather than coming from the 
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position of expertise, in her projects Michelle deliberately tries to learn from, and with, the communities 
she is working with: 
 
We could sit on the other side of the table and go ‘ah-ha, mm..’ You can wag your finger and you 
go ‘you should bah, bah’. That doesn't get you very far. Well it gets you some way but if instead 
what you do is come around to the side of the table where the people you're working with are 
sitting and see what the view looks like from there, you notice that it's qualitatively different 
(Michelle, Prof). 
 
In constructing such new configurations, Michelle’s work is not about telling people what to do from a 
position of power and expertise. It is about spending time with people exploring the issue “to understand 
what is happening”, before suggesting a direction or creating anything, so that there is more of a chance 
to “do something that is more useful”. To enable the group to negotiate goals that would benefit 
everyone, Michelle tries to shape her collaborative projects to be open enough, without predetermined 
outcomes in mind. There is “an art in framing [projects] in a way that's sufficiently precise for project 
managers and sufficiently open for things to change along the way”. From her experience, collaborations 
are more valuable if a shared direction and desirable outcomes emerge through the process of 
collaboration itself. The pathways for establishing such cohesive collaborations are not simple. Michelle 
often has to step in to help her collaborators work through conflicts and disagreements, consolidating 
divergent perspectives to find a workable way forward. In Chapter 7, I explore in more detail the effort 
Michelle makes to keep such collaborations going. 
 
Thus, collegial practices governed by the logic of transformation depend on academics’ ability to bring 
collaborators together, so that projects can progress in ways that generate new academic knowledge, and 
benefit communities, governments and industry partners. Since Michelle’s work is so project-dependent, 
relevance to stakeholders and funding bodies or governments is of prime importance in her work. This 
requires her to constantly work on the balance between her research interests and outcomes, and 
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tangible deliverables for communities and stakeholders she is engaged with. The relations that emerge 
through such collaborations are not underpinned by an intellectual affinity, but by a shared purpose of 
bringing about a positive change in the world. 
Go back to the list ^ 
 
6.4 The reconfigured picture of academic relations 
In this chapter, I examine the logics that push along different enactments of collegial practices. By mapping 
examples of familiar practices differently, I produce an alternative configuration of academic relations. 
Specifically, I aim to defamiliarise the seemingly ‘normal’ enactments of academic work, to produce a 
different reading of collegiality. This reading is distinct from approaches that coalesce collegial practices 
around dimensions of academic work (for example, research, teaching and service) or categories 
representing structural arrangements in the academy (such as collegial governance, culture and 
behavioural norm, as proposed by Bess (1988)). 
 
By reconstituting the field and moving away from the familiar explanations of social relations in the 
contemporary academy, I seek to reconsider “what possibilities are excluded by the social logics that are 
currently operative” in universities (Glynos & Howarth 2007, p. 187). By showing how “these logics 
comprise elements which could be reaggregated and named differently, or which could be gathered 
together as a counter-logic” (Glynos & Howarth 2007, p. 187), we might begin “conjur[ing] alternative 
names and accompanying socio-political visions” (Glynos & Howarth 2007, p. 194-95) for collegial practices 
that produce a more inclusive and just academy. 
 
In particular, through this visual reconfiguration of collegial practices, linking them with the four attractors, 
it becomes apparent that in the academic imaginary, collegiality tends to be associated with the attractor 
of tradition and the logics of assimilation, fair go, legitimacy and subversion. Further, the conception of 
collegiality evoked to mobilise academics against managerial regimes seems to relate most closely with 
three types of logics that depend on similarity: assimilation, fair go and legitimacy. Yet, according to my 
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reading, these collegial practices are not unproblematically ‘good’ or universally desirable. For instance, 
practices operating under the logic of assimilation might reproduce historical privilege, if the academy is 
envisaged as “a genteel and gentlemanly place” (Berlant, 1998, p. 108). The logic of fair go can be seen as 
perpetuating a “live and let live attitude” (Downing, 2005, p. 57) and narrow departmentalism 
(Macfarlane, 2005). Finally, the logic of legitimacy requires academics to possess a status as peers and 
equals to participate in academic governance, which can be interpreted as reproducing centuries-old 
exclusion too. When erosion of collegiality in universities is lamented, it is primarily collegial practices 
associated with tradition that are seen as being dismantled by university management. Calls to resist the 
undesirable changes in universities tend to appeal to these conceptions of collegiality as well. My invitation 
is to ask ourselves whether collegial practices that are built on exclusionary foundations fully capture our 
aspirations for the ‘good’ academy. 
 
Collegial practices associated with the attractor of quality and the logics of reconfiguration, legitimacy, 
diversity and redistribution are another large area of interest and concern in the higher education research 
literature. These practices are an attempt to reimagine ways of working in universities, to respond to 
contemporary pressures in higher education. New types of collegial relations are established across 
differences and status categories, including non-academic experts (and non-experts, such as students), to 
transform universities into agile institutions that are more in tune with the times. Since the emphasis is on 
institutional quality, these new relations tend to be institutionally driven, rather than initiated by 
academics. The vision for the reformed academy advanced through such collegial practices contests the 
exclusionary notions of the traditional academy. However, the outcomes of these new collegial relations 
are fixed to institutional ends. Collegial relations that had been preimagined, according to institutional 
mandates, do not seem to appeal to academics I interviewed. Indeed, such practices were mainly 
discussed by participants in institutional leadership positions or those in auxiliary roles, for example, those 
situated in the library or central development units. Overall, collegial practices aimed at efficiency, 
effectiveness and quality of academic work are often deemed to be too instrumental and, as a result, seen 
as inadequately expressing ‘authentic’ aspects of academic work as a higher calling. 
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Practices grouped around the attractor of novelty are almost diametrically opposite those associated with 
the attractor of quality. The logics of innovation, diversity and disruption guide collegial practices that 
support scholarly work. At the heart of these practices is the recognition of the role that social relations 
play in the production of knowledge. While institutions generally support these types of collegial relations, 
they are established and maintained by academics themselves. As a result, negotiations about the 
different configurations of collegial practices are mainly carried out in disciplinary communities. Decisions 
about inclusion or exclusion of different perspectives are made on the basis of epistemology and the 
purpose of research, rather than institutionally determined. For instance, the demands for ‘practical’ and 
‘applied’ knowledge and ‘relevant’ skills by various stakeholders – students, employers, professional 
bodies and the government agencies – appear to have influenced the ways these relational configurations 
are composed. The diversity of perspectives that are now considered and included in collegial practices 
that support knowledge production has increased (Yates, Woelert, Millar, & O'Connor, 2016). 
 
The mapping approach I undertake shows that the most radically open collegial practices are governed by 
the logics of emancipation, transformation and redistribution. Linked with the attractor of social justice, 
these practices are rarely noticed (or at least not explicitly associated with collegiality) by higher education 
researchers. However, they seem to hold the most potential for transforming the academy as a more 
inclusive and socially just institution. These practices are attentive to the radical contingency of social 
relations in the academy and challenge the injustices that are built into academic structures in practical 
ways. I argue for the need to notice these types of collegial practices more, so that we could “affirmatively 
and creatively” (Braidotti, 2013, p. 191) strengthen them, to recreate the academy that embodies 
pluralism and openness. 
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6.5 Concluding reflections 
This chapter could be seen as a response to Braidotti’s (2013) invitation to “explore ways of engaging 
affirmatively with the present” (p. 5) to imagine “possible futures” (p. 191) for the academy. In this 
chapter, I draw on the fifteen interview transcripts to visually map examples of collegial practices using 
Glynos and Howarth’s (2007) logics framework. Through my analysis, I identify eleven logics: assimilation, 
legitimacy, fair go, subversion, diversity, reconfiguration, redistribution, innovation, disruption, 
emancipation and transformation that underpin collegial practices associated with the four attractors of 
tradition, quality, novelty and social justice. I argue that the higher education research on collegiality 
focuses almost exclusively on the binary between the clusters of practices associated with the attractors of 
tradition and quality. Through this exploration, I highlight how the more emergent and open collegial 
practices linked to social justice are currently underexplored, signalling possible future directions for 
research. 
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Chapter 7: Collegiality as Attunement 
In line with my commitment to generative critique, in the previous chapter I presented a map of a 
multiplicity of enactments of collegial practices, prising it away from a single notion of collegiality. In this 
chapter, I build on this complex picture of collegiality and look more closely at four interview transcripts, to 
explore in detail how the phenomenon of collegiality is “relationally constituted” (Anderson & Harrison, 
2010, p. 16) in academic contexts. 
 
I begin by proposing that collegiality can be considered a positively charged affect of generative 
togetherness, following Ahmed’s (2014) work. I then demonstrate how collegial attunement is achieved 
through individuals’ ongoing skilful interactions with their academic environments. By highlighting how 
collegial attunement depends on similarity, I examine a case of mis-attunement or non-attunement to an 
academic context with uncomfortable implications, if collegiality is thought about as a generalised and 
idealised affective togetherness. I explore how collegiality requires not only an affective affinity but also 
the ability to productively mobilise relationships and material resources – linked with individuals’ academic 
status and institutional positioning. I then examine how generative attunement can be achieved across 
differences, aiming to “open up traces of radically different futures” (Anderson & Harrison, 2010, p. 23) for 
collegiality in the contemporary academy. By doing this, I offer a new reading of academic relations, that 
turns away from an all-encompassing idealised notion of collegiality. The aim of this analysis is to open up 
new pathways for thinking about the role that collegiality can play in the diverse academy of today. 
 
7.1 Collegiality as immanent to academic practices 
As outlined in Chapter 3, as part of this study I wanted to examine what is often perceived as a 
discontinuity between the rhetoric of collegiality and how it is experienced in practical reality. In particular, 
I was seeking ways to understand collegiality as a felt reality. There is a pervasive sense of its importance, 
yet an inability to articulate it in language. In the literature review presented in Chapter 2, I advanced an 
argument about the impossibility of satisfactorily defining collegiality. As soon as we think that we have 
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pinned down its meaning, we realise that “this is not it” (Kligyte & Barrie, 2014, p. 163). However, we do 
recognise collegiality when we see it. How do we understand these felt but not necessarily (or not-yet) 
discursive dimensions of collegiality? What role does this felt reality play in facilitating academic 
interactions and relations? What effects does the felt reality of collegiality have on the ways that academic 
work is negotiated and performed, and how does it relate to academic structures in contemporary 
universities? 
 
To grapple with the above questions, I borrow a suite of conceptual tools from non-representational 
theorists. In Chapter 3, I explain that non-representational theorising allows me to examine collegiality as 
immanent to academic practices – something that “takes place” (p. 14); that is enacted or produced 
through the regular “getting on” (Anderson & Harrison, 2010, p. 14) with academic work and life. 
Conceptualised in this way, collegiality ceases to exist as a transcendent ideal that functions in the domain 
of the symbolic order and outside of the ongoing performance and production of academic work. Instead, 
it emerges as a felt reality, through enactments of academic practices “from the active, productive, and 
continual weaving of the multiplicity of bits and pieces” (Lingis, 1994, p. 155, as cited in Anderson & 
Harrison, 2010, p. 8). Construing collegiality in this way, I trace “the specificity and performative efficacy of 
different relations and different relational configurations” (Anderson & Harrison, 2010, p. 16) that give rise 
to the experience of collegiality (or the lack thereof). 
 
Borrowing from affect theories and specifically, Ahmed’s (2014) problematisation of attunement, I further 
extend this dynamic conceptualisation of the ontology of collegiality. Conceptualising collegiality as a 
“relationally constituted” (Anderson & Harrison, 2010, p. 16) phenomenon allows me to shift my gaze 
from thinking about collegiality as a notion or practice, to the mechanisms and relational configurations 
within the academy that enable its emergence. By drawing on Ahmed’s (2014) critique of positive 
attunement that necessarily presumes (or even demands) similarity and an ability to act “in the right way” 
(Ahmed, 2014, p. 19), I offer an alternative reading of collegiality that reveals how collegial attunements 
tend to privilege enactments of certain kinds of academic dispositions.  
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In the following sections, I examine the accounts of four individuals: two female Professors, Alex and 
Michelle; one male Associate Professor, Nicholas; and one casual tutor, Robert. Each of these research 
participants are in different circumstances within the academy, yet all of their accounts illuminate details 
that allow me to explore collegiality as affective attunement to academic contexts. 
 
7.2. Collegiality as generative togetherness in the right and similar way 
Typically, collegiality as a felt reality implies a harmonious state of affairs, “a sense of being at ease in a 
situation” (Thrift, 2008, p. 49). Building on the ontology of the social order proposed by non-
representational theorists, collegiality can be thought of as an emergent property of an academic context. 
The sense of collegiality experienced by individuals as harmonious togetherness – “a way of being for, as 
well as being with others” (Ahmed, 2014, p. 18) – can be seen as emerging from an ongoing enactment of 
academic work, rather than being intentionally performed by individuals. 
 
However, for collegiality as a felt reality to emerge, members of an academic community must be 
affectively aligned or positively attuned to their contexts and each other. In Chapter 3, I explain how 
attunement could be conceptualised as the capacity of individuals to connect to the surrounding collective 
affects or ‘resonate’ with their environments. Importantly, “attunements are not side-effects” (p. 15) but 
pre-personal mechanisms for “being with one another’” (Heiddeger, 1995, pp. 66-7, as cited in Ahmed, 
2014, p. 15), arising from a reciprocal body’s entanglement with the world that is “always-already 
affective” (Anderson, 2006, p.736). Thus, the quality of attunement to collective affective states is not 
predetermined by the existence of a connection. Ahmed (2014) notes that although we tend to 
conceptualise attunement as a harmonious “good thing” (p. 18), as an affective pre-personal connection it 
does not necessarily have “subjective content” (Massumi, 2002, p.28, as cited in Anderson, 2006, p. 737). 
Indeed, fear and anxiety could equally be circulated through individuals’ attunements to collective 
“moods” (Anderson, 2017, p. 106). For collegiality to emerge in an academic context, individuals must 
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tune in to the right “qualit[ies] of feeling of a shared affective state” (Stern, 2000, pp. 142, as cited in 
Ahmed, 2014, p. 19). 
 
In the sections below, I apply this conceptual framing of collegiality to examine two interview accounts. 
The first is with Alex, a successful female Professor who has forged her academic career in a Science 
discipline, relying on large data sets assembled through extensive global collaborations. The second is with 
Nicholas, an Associate Professor in an emerging field in Humanities, whose research takes place between 
traditional disciplines. Both Alex and Nicholas offer multiple examples of collegial attunements, 
predominantly with their global disciplinary networks, but also with colleagues in their institutional 
contexts. Drawing on these two accounts, I make a case for thinking about collegiality as a generative or 
productive togetherness in the right and similar way, arising from positive attunements to academic 
contexts. 
 
7.2.1 Generative togetherness 
What does the ‘right’ kind of collegial togetherness in the academy look like? In earlier Chapters 2 and 6, I 
outlined that collegiality is thought to be more than workplace civility that contributes to positive 
institutional climates. Stimulating academics’ collective ability to produce something new in their work – to 
generate new knowledge or spark new learning – is another important role that collegiality is seen to be 
playing. 
 
This can be seen in Alex’s and Nicholas’s accounts. Collegiality is expressed as an intellectual affinity and a 
sense of generative togetherness with colleagues. They talk about curiosity, the pleasure and thrill in 
working with others; Alex and Nicholas ask interesting questions, venture into uncharted territories, and 
generate new insights together. Describing her passion for science Alex says: 
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I'm a scientist. I love the science. I just love finding out the answers to new questions. That's 
absolutely what drives me. […] My favourite part is where you see the graph of the results for the 
first time, and you're like oh. Yeah, that's what drives me (Alex, Prof). 
 
The colleagues she works with feel the same, and science is easy from there. Alex gives multiple examples 
of “fun” research projects that she assembles with astonishing ease, by mobilising her collegial networks 
well beyond her institution. Explaining how she began one of her large global research collaborations, Alex 
says that she just “emailed a bunch of people” in the sites she was interested in around the world. She 
already knew some of them but “just about everybody in South America that [she] wrote to who [she] 
didn’t know, wrote back and went yeah, I’d love to be involved, that’d be great”. In “writing a grant 
proposal for another thing”, Alex “just wrote to all of [her] old buddies up and down the east coast of 
Australia and said, do you want to be in on another one? They all wrote back and went, yep”. Alex 
attributes her ability to tap into her collegial networks to her capacity to ask interesting scientific 
questions. She also thinks that everybody knows that “it's too small a world to not collaborate” – and that 
“being someone who never chips in, you don't get the warm fuzzies back from anyone else either”. 
 
Similarly, Nicholas describes the important role that global collegial connections play in his work as an 
editor of an academic journal. In his account, the collegial togetherness that emerges from the web of 
academic relations seems to gain an affective life of its own: 
 
There is this intangible relationality that runs through doing the journal. […] a kind of energy 
almost, and these advantages of collegiality pop up in weird ways all the time. Someone had a 
fight with someone else in Paris and then they can't finish their PhD there. So they've got to come 
here. Then you change your opinion about that person. You can almost feel these different 
energies going, shifting in the community, an abstract thing. I think for a lot of people that's 
probably another thing that drives them, is picking up on relationality in all kinds of ways 
(Nicholas, A/Prof). 
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Nicholas also describes the importance of serendipitous “moments of meeting” in his work: “something 
happens, to put it really simply”. “You don’t expect it and suddenly you are out in a bog with the biologists 
and a choreographer or an artist or whatever” and a new transdisciplinary collaboration is born. Nicholas 
believes that much of the work within the academy depends on these moments of togetherness: “I think 
most people I know would say if you don't have that, what you're calling collegiality, not much else is going 
to happen actually”. 
 
Collegiality is enacted through Alex’s and Nicholas’s bodies in relation with others; it flows through the 
affective dimension of their connections and unfolds as an attunement to a shared academic purpose. In 
both their accounts, collegiality does not figure as a discursive notion – they do not need to appeal to 
collegiality to mobilise others to join a project. For them, collegiality operates at the level of a “side-
perception” (Sellar, 2015) – it exceeds yet modulates what they consciously register as part of their 
academic practices. It is something that is “almost-not quite” there (Anderson & Harrison, 2010, p. 13). 
Articulated as a felt emotion or a behaviour, collegiality loses its generative charge. Alex chuckles when 
she imagines what it would be like to ‘‘stress [her] own collegiality” in a formal academic context, such as 
in a promotion application: “No, that would be weird. I often bake cakes and share them with people in my 
department”, she mocks herself. For Alex and Nicholas, collegiality circulates through the affective register 
of academic relations – it is felt through enactments of academic work. It does not require being talked 
about. 
 
7.2.2. Shaping oneself to enact the right kind of togetherness in the academy 
If collegiality is felt, but not articulated in language, how can we explain the seeming universality of 
collegiality and the ability of individuals to tune into the right things and in the right ways in the academy? 
Further, if we see collegiality as a specific type of affect that circulates through academic relations, how 
can we understand the persistence of certain structures or practices associated with collegiality in 
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universities? In other words, if we adopt an iterative ontology of emergence, how does collegiality, as a 
collective affect, become the right kind of being together within the academy? 
 
Non-representational theorists argue that our ‘worlds’ emerge through “active, productive and continual 
weaving” (Anderson & Harrison, 2010, p. 9) of “the recurrent verbal and behavioural patterns” and “the 
recurrent diagrams of our emotions, attitudes and posturing” (Lingis, 1994, p. 155, as cited in Anderson & 
Harrison, 2010, p. 9). Importantly, in these ‘worlds’, individuals are “in constant relations of modification 
and reciprocity with their environs” (p. 7), with every action “incessantly looping back and regulating itself 
through feedback phenomena” (Anderson & Harrison, 2010, p. 7). Indeed,  
 
we come to know and enact a world from inhabiting it, from becoming attuned to its differences, 
positions and juxtapositions, from a training of our senses, dispositions and expectations and from 
being able to initiate, imitate and elaborate skilled lines of action (Anderson & Harrison, 2010, p. 
9). 
 
Therefore, while the sense of collegiality might be emerging from ongoing enactments of academic work, 
to achieve such “quality of feeling of a shared affective state” (Stern, 2000, pp. 142, as cited in Ahmed, 
2014, p. 19), individuals must be trained to “express” it “in the right way” (Ahmed, 2014, p. 19) through 
“on-going practical movements and actions” (Anderson & Harrison, 2010, p. 9) within academic worlds. 
 
Looking closely at Alex’s and Nicholas’s accounts, it is clear that the academic worlds around them are not 
just a backdrop for their actions. Indeed, both instinctively labour upon themselves to fit these worlds – to 
be this way, to feel and express the right kinds of passions that tune into the affective register of collegial 
togetherness in the right way. In their academic practices, Alex and Nicholas follow some unwritten rules. 
They are on the lookout for collaboration opportunities; they make themselves available to colleagues 
through conferences, seminars or social media; they have interesting ideas or questions; accept 
invitations; and reliably deliver what is required to progress projects. In their accounts, they simply appear 
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in the right contexts, say the right things, find out about the right opportunities, offer the right things to 
their networks and, perhaps not surprisingly, get positive responses. It is just something they do, without 
noticing. Things just happen for them. 
 
Yet every action they take is an interaction. Their practices unfold within specific academic worlds and 
both Alex and Nicholas demonstrate an acute perception of “resistance, balance, rhythm and tone” 
(Anderson & Harrison, 2010, p. 7) of the academic system, which provides them with clues about how to 
be and act in the right way. Their academic subjectivities emerge “from, with and within” (Anderson & 
Harrison, 2010, p. 7-8) these worlds. Indeed, to effectively function in the academy, Alex and Nicholas 
need to maintain an “openness for perceiving and dealing with what [they] encounter” (Boss, 1979, p. 110, 
as cited in Ahmed, 2014, p. 19), including a perceptiveness to what constitutes collegiality as generative 
togetherness. 
 
Alex alludes to a period of adversity during her PhD, when she suffered depression under the supervision 
of a “top class” researcher who had extremely high expectations, yet never gave positive feedback. To deal 
with it she “published [her] arse off and proved that [she] wasn't useless”, which unlocked the doors to her 
academic career. Her persistence and hard work – enacting academic work in the right way – was 
rewarded. Building on the success of a large collaborative project – around a big scientific question – early 
on in her career, she replicates this approach to research in various ways. Because of her connections, Alex 
is now able to explore new scientific territories without having to “actually learn everything from scratch, 
because there’s not time in the world”. Recently Alex wrote a grant proposal in an area she didn’t know 
much about. “[She] started by going well, who’s really good at this?” Alex then used some of her existing 
connections from past research projects and “they’ve helped [her] to figure out what [she] need[s] to 
actually do”. Alex knows her collaborators “just because it’s a small world”. By conducting large-scale 
global research projects early on in her career, she has become well-connected; “it was really easy from 
then on”. “That's a part of how science is, to be connected well”. 
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Similarly, Nicholas demonstrates efficacy and opportunism in the way he configures his collegial relations, 
to create new infrastructures and relational formations to support his academic aspirations. In his 
interview, he describes how the type of research he was interested in doing was not supported by the 
existing disciplinary avenues early on in his career. As a result, “people weren't getting enough 
publications”. With colleagues, Nicholas started a new journal and “a whole new way to get grants” – a 
space where new questions and theories could be discussed and where they could publish the kind of 
work they were doing. It was, in Nicholas’s terms, “cynically practical”. This newly formed and initially 
“rogue” collegial configuration has now been folded back into the institution and the disciplinary canon, 
which has changed the institution itself “dramatically”. 
 
The academic work enacted by Alex and Nicholas, “like musical refrains”, shapes them: it “give[s] an order 
to materials and situations, human bodies and brains included, as actions undertaken act-back to shape 
muscles and hone senses” (Anderson & Harrison, 2010, p. 8). Thus, Alex’s and Nicholas’s practice emerges 
through the continual weaving of elements of the academic worlds they encounter (Anderson & Harrison, 
2010). Indeed, Ahmed (2014) describes attunement as “an affective history, of how subjects become 
attuned to others over and in time” (p. 19). 
 
The work in enacting collegiality, as the right kind of togetherness in the academy, is invisible to Alex and 
Nicholas at the time I speak to them. It is just part of what they do and how they are. Alex is extremely 
successful with her grant applications and leads multiple projects on a global scale. Her academic 
“existence, as a set of relationships to objects, [them]selves and other people” (Boss, 1979, p. 110, as cited 
in Ahmed, 2014, p. 19) resonates with the worlds around Alex to amplify her personal aspirations, in tune 
with what is required or expected of her. Alex asks interesting scientific questions and the world yields – 
everything falls into place just so. The work involved in manipulating and arranging the environment 
around her for collaborations to become so seamless and smooth is unnoticeable. Collegiality, for Alex and 
Nicholas, becomes a sort of affective infrastructure through which positive feelings of togetherness flow, 
enabling new ideas and discoveries to emerge. The labour of adjustment to the world disappears (Ahmed, 
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2014). Once this affective togetherness is achieved, collegiality is just assumed to be there, to be relied 
upon, tapped into without any particular effort. 
 
7.2.3. Collegiality as being together in a similar way 
Ahmed (2014) notes that attunement as being for and with others in generative harmony “is understood 
not only as being with, but being with in a similar way” (p. 16). Indeed, we do not attune to everything or 
not always in the right way – particular worlds are not worlds for everybody (or every body). 
 
For Nicholas, collaborations fall through when collegial attunement to each other’s ways of working is not 
achieved. Some of his projects failed where there was “a division over the ideas, the practices and what 
they mean, and the message and so on”. On a more personal level, collaborations can fall through if 
individuals “work differently or if one person doesn't actually do the work”. Similarly, Alex does not “re-
collaborate with people who are unpleasant to work with. […] There are so many good people in the 
world”. She is “much more interested in them being a nice, friendly, helpful person than the biggest 
superstar of the world. Some of them are absolute superstars and friendly and lovely”. Thus, maintaining 
collegial attunement to a particular academic context involves taking responsibility for relationships with 
colleagues in ways that meet their expectations and that sustain a sense of togetherness in a given 
academic configuration. To preserve a sense of collegiality, individuals must work at being together in the 
right and similar way. 
 
In the following section, I shift from examples drawn from Alex’s and Nicholas’s accounts to explore what 
happens when attunement, as a generalised and idealised affective togetherness, is not achieved. To 
explore mis-attunement or non-attunement, I turn to Robert’s interview. He is a male casual academic in a 
female-dominated field of health. He begins his incursion into this particular department as a casual 
teaching staff member, after a long career in defence training and high school teaching. Like many other 
casuals, Robert is a fledgling PhD candidate with high hopes for what the academy holds for him. In 
contrast to Alex’s and Nicholas’s seemingly effortless ability to tune into their academic contexts, in 
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describing his multiple attempts to form connections with others within his academic context, Robert’s 
account is punctuated by blockages and stumbling over. 
 
It is important to note that a casual teaching role is markedly different in status and institutional 
positioning from a research Professor. Yet by the same token, Alex and Nicholas both started somewhere 
in the academy. In their interviews they each describe periods of adversity in their academic careers, 
which they have managed to overcome. While structural injustices implicit in the academic system 
undoubtedly play a part in Robert’s case, I do not wish to explain away the particular dynamics that unfold 
in his case simply by referring to his status as a casual member of staff as an “extrinsic source[…] of 
causality or determination” (Anderson & Harrison, 2010, p. 8). Instead I advance a different argument, by 
drawing on non-representational and affect theories to trace the relational configurations Robert 
encounters. 
 
In the first meeting Robert attends as part of a teaching team, the subject coordinator just “dumps” “a 
whole heap of folders” on the table – “here's the teaching material, don't ask me any questions and away 
you go, I don't know want to know anything about it”. Robert is taken aback. There does not seem to be an 
opportunity for discussion or recognition of a tutor’s past experience, and no obvious way to form a 
connection with others. As it turns out, in this department, casual academics are “dumped” with teaching 
tasks and are not seen as worthy of developing relationships with. Unperturbed, Robert attempts to begin 
some conversations with other tutors after his teaching sessions. He offers himself as a sounding board 
and a listening ear, mentioning the problems he encounters in certain classes. However, his collegial 
confessions are taken “like it was a professional affront” by other tutors – “almost like, well you just should 
have managed it or something like that”. The teaching team appears “cliquey” to him – he just cannot 
relate to them. 
 
In this unwelcoming environment, Robert does what he knows and what has worked in the past in defence 
contexts. Not satisfied with the teaching materials that are always provided late and that are “just totally 
196 
 
unprofessional”, “inaccurate and [have] spelling mistakes in them”, Robert decides to take matters into his 
own hands. He devises his own slides and tutorial activities. Encouraged by positive student responses, he 
takes on a teacher-hero persona, one that even accepts students from other tutorial groups into his class:  
 
I knew damn well that they weren't teaching particularly well because I had students coming to 
me from their tutorials saying, please can we join yours because we're not learning anything next 
door. So at the end of the semester, I ended up with 40 or 50 kids in my lab and next door was 
virtually empty (Robert). 
 
Harnessing his (masculine) rationality, Robert implements a “continuous improvement” approach to his 
teaching practice. He devises spreadsheets to make marking more efficient, yet gets “slammed” for 
completing assessments too quickly: “I had little drop-down boxes in my things, so bump, bump, all 
calculated all the marks, bump, got through my thing”. Instead of appreciating his efforts, the subject 
coordinator suggests that since he was “not taking all the time that everybody else was, they must [have 
been] doing it much better than [him]”. Robert’s initiative is interpreted as “going rogue” or being non-
compliant, likely trespassing into the domain of the coordinator’s duties. Robert notes that he was “quite 
silly, I guess” to presume that “working very hard and concentrated on outcomes” which was valued in 
defence contexts, would also make him “successful in this space”. As it turns out, “it's not like that at all”. 
Robert’s attempts to convince the (presumably rational) academic system of his worth, by shaping his 
teaching environment to be more efficient, turns out to be mismatched with what was expected of him. 
Being cut off from conversations with colleagues, he does not appear to be sensing the clues about the 
right way of being in this environment. 
 
Bewildered, Robert looks for explicit rules to learn how to succeed in this academic environment. In 
defence, he reminisces, the way to get to the top ranks was “very clear and fair”. The steps were all 
outlined and “the same rules applied” to everybody. Accompanied by regular performance assessments, 
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promotion judgements were objective and transparent. Robert struggles with the opaqueness and the lack 
of clarity about what counts in the academy: 
 
It's implicit. One of the people who was a course coordinator for me, she had won the health 
professional of the year award last year. So her certificate was up on the wall for everybody to 
conveniently see that she had won [it]. Yet her subject was in shambles. So I couldn't actually see 
a correlation between this and that. There just seemed to be a link between those sort of things in 
defence and in academia – no. 
 
Robert describes how he often talks to his wife about what he witnesses in his work and they both “just 
shake our heads, think[ing] what's going on here? Just, what's going on?” Not recognising how to be in the 
right way in this academic configuration, Robert flounders through. His strategies for interaction and ways 
of being tried and tested in the context of defence turn out to be mis-attuned to this academic 
environment. He does not appear to perceive the world around him and what is being communicated to 
him through interactions with others in the right way. Ahmed (2014) talks about individuals “enter[ing] the 
room with certain leanings” (p. 17-18). Shaped by their past experiences, individuals arrive to new 
contexts with their histories, which is “how [they] come to lean this way or that” (Ahmed, 2014, p. 18). 
 
An experience of non-attunement might then refer to how we can be in a world with others 
where we are not in a responsive relation, where we do not tend to ‘pick up’ on how they feel. 
This sense of not being in harmony might not even register to consciousness. We might even have 
screened out from our awareness that which is not consistent with our own mood, which might 
include a screening out of the bodies that lean another way (Ahmed, 2014, p. 18). 
 
Both Alex and Nicholas are adept at “responding to what they sense” through “the on-going practical 
movements and actions” (Anderson & Harrison, 2010, p. 9) in the academic contexts they work in. In 
contrast, Robert is not able to “pick up” how to be in the right way in this setting, perhaps due to the 
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differences between his “leanings” or “affective history” (Ahmed, 2014, p. 18) and those that prevail in the 
academic department he encounters. Although it seems that Robert half expects that the system will 
adapt and align with his expectations, the academic world he encounters does not yield. 
 
7.3.4. Collegiality as a matter of precedence: who carries the burden of the labour of 
attunement? 
Ahmed’s (2014) analysis of moods and attunement highlights the unequal ways that the labour of 
attunement is distributed across difference (including different bodies). Although the system Robert finds 
himself in remains opaque and inattentive to him, his account indicates that others have achieved collegial 
attunement in this setting. 
 
Robert uses disparaging terms to describe others’ enjoyment of collegiality in the academic configuration – 
a configuration he does not seem able to attach himself to. He passes judgement on the seeming 
absurdities he notices in this academic context – “this profession rewards things other than working hard”. 
One should “probably be more interested in dealing with your colleagues than working for your students”, 
he scorns. Robert interprets the conviviality he observes in this environment as pointless and 
unprofessional: “You need to spend much more time flirting and being around, bringing in cakes and that 
sort of stuff rather than working for your students”. He describes sitting on the junior academics’ floor 
marking exams with colleagues “all running around having a party without the mum and dad knowing 
downstairs”. Everything he observes appears so foreign, irrational, and perhaps even too feminine to him. 
Indeed, he shows some good humour in recognising how he does not fit in, even in terms of how his body 
appears in this environment: “I don't know whether there is a place for a middle-aged overweight 
heterosexual male in the health faculty”. 
 
Ahmed (2014) suggests that to achieve attunement “some bodies have to become attuned to others, 
those who are already, as it were, ‘in the room’” (p. 22). Robert starts with high aspirations and a lot of 
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enthusiasm, determined to make the academic system work for him. Yet, due to his inability (or refusal) to 
be together in the right and similar way in this department, he fails to attune to the existing relational 
configuration. Robert’s confusion is positioned as his personal struggle – it is his duty to attune to “those 
who are already” there, while the academic department itself appears to continue along with its existing 
relationships and practices, relatively unperturbed. 
 
While he does not provide a great deal of detail in his interview, Robert alludes to the disturbances he 
might have caused with his attempts to position himself as a person of value – a potential colleague. 
Describing how his expertise was rejected by a colleague who was in charge of educational simulations in 
his department, he quips: “she'd published a few papers which weren't all that wonderful yet she knew 
everything”. It transpires that in asserting his expertise as an industry trainer, he might have compared 
unfavourably her work done “with rubber dummies” to his previous experiences with high tech 
simulations in defence – “she wasn't happy about that”. Robert’s judgement is palpable, demonstrated in 
the mocking tone he uses to speaks about situations he encounters. He describes interactions with a 
coordinator who is “totally dishevelled, disorganised”; he sees another’s subject as being in “shambles”. In 
fact, he admits that “there seemed to be a little bit of friction between [him] and the subject coordinators” 
more generally. After being (presumably inadvertently) cut off from the university online systems, Robert 
dramatically talks about having to “virtually bring the fire brigade”. He sarcastically rejects the cheerfulness 
of communal situations he encounters – “maybe I'd better bring in more cakes and wear funny hats 
around”. He also thinks that this health profession places its values in all the wrong places. Indeed, Robert 
appears to channel masculine arrogance that might jar with this female-dominated environment. As a 
result, he “become[s] registered as what or who causes the loss of attunement” (Ahmed, 2014, p. 18) – a 
reminder of prevailing misogynist attitudes more generally. Identified as a “stranger” (p. 18) whose values 
and loyalty seem to be in all the wrong places, Robert is recognised as “not leaning that way”, someone 
who is “not being with” (Ahmed, 2014, p. 18). 
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The labour of attunement is unevenly distributed because bodies do not arrive at the same time. 
For those who come after, or who are deemed as coming after (that the arrival of some bodies is 
noticeable is how they are judged as coming after), attunement becomes work. Simply put: some 
have to work to become attuned to others. Attunement is thus a matter of precedence (Ahmed, 
2014, p. 19). 
 
Collegiality experienced as attunement to particular academic configurations can be exclusionary. Those 
who “arrive” (p. 21) later must carry the burden of the labour of attuning to an existing harmonious 
togetherness. The successful labour of attunement “disappears as labour” (p. 21), which can be seen in the 
effortless collegial connections described by Alex and Nicholas. “The smoothness of attunement might 
even require the disappearance of labour” (Ahmed, 2014, p. 21). 
 
While I did not wish to preclude from my exploration of Robert’s account a focus on his status as a casual 
teaching staff member, the positioning of such new ‘arrivals’ does indeed play a significant role. The plight 
of casual academic staff battling precarity in neoliberal universities is well documented (for example, see 
Charteris, Gannon, Mayes, Nye, & Stephenson, 2016; Crimmins, 2016). Alleman et al. (2017) detail the 
historical conditions and ways of structuring the academy that position casual academics in the periphery 
of academic formations, denying them access to collegial circles. By focusing on the affective dimension of 
academic relations in my analysis, I reveal how the differentiated two-tier academic system is enacted 
through everyday academic practices. I show how much of what happens (or doesn’t happen) in the 
academy for casual academics (though, it could be argued, also for academics more broadly) might 
depend on their ability to engender the right feeling in a particular academic context. 
 
Placing an emphasis on the affective dimension of generative togetherness in the academy, outside of 
explicitly defined rules and norms or even observable behaviours, makes the academy more exclusionary. 
Those with different “affective history” and “leanings” (Ahmed, 2014, p. 18) might find it difficult to grasp 
what matters in academic environments. If ‘authentic’ collegiality is conceptualised as harmonious 
201 
 
attunement to academic contexts in the right and similar way, there is a risk that difference will be 
omitted from academic relations. This way of thinking about collegiality shows how exclusion functions not 
only on a structural level, but also through enactment of the less tangible aspects of academic work. 
Robert’s situation could easily be inverted, to imagine how female academics might be excluded on the 
basis of non-attunement to the non-transparent non-accountable affective registers of being together in 
the right way and in a similar way in male-dominated academic environments. 
 
An alternative interpretation of Robert’s story might suggest that he was perhaps deficient in some ways. 
Maybe he simply had an abrasive personality, or perhaps he was extraordinarily oblivious to the world 
around him? Robert’s account suggests it might not be that case entirely. Despite being excluded by 
academic colleagues, Robert forms good relationships with the administrative staff, who like him because 
he is reliable and easy to deal with. Students love him too. Robert gets emails from them “all the time 
saying, thanks for going the extra mile, thanks for doing this, I really learnt something, I had to wait three 
years to actually learn something in this degree”. Appreciation by students helps Robert to maintain his 
poise and a sense of purpose – these emails “make [him] tick”. 
 
He also recalls an instance – only one – a moment of connection with another tutor: 
 
there was one little glimpse of collegiality that probably happened about two weeks ago. We'd 
only crossed paths at the beginning meeting and she said to me, oh, how did you go? I said, well 
this could have been better, this went well, I had problems with this but this is how I fixed it, et 
cetera. There was like a sense of relief that came over her face like, wow, exactly the same thing 
happened for me. 
 
This is the only moment of collegiality Robert recalls in this academic context – a glimpse of what might 
have been possible. The connections Robert forms do not seem to matter in the big scheme of things. He 
fails to form positive relationships with the powerful colleagues who ultimately make all the decisions. 
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Ominously, he is cut off from online systems and dropped off the mailing list before the semester is even 
finished. A couple of months after the interview, Robert emails me to let me know that his contract was 
not renewed. The academic world that Robert encountered turns out to be not the world for him. 
 
7.2.5. Productively summoning collegial relations 
In the previous sections of this chapter, I explore how collegiality emerges through the iterative enactment 
of academic relations as the right way of being together. Yet, how do the fleeting moments of generative 
togetherness become fixed, to sustain particular affective expressions of collegiality as the right kind of 
togetherness in the academy? What mechanisms are at play to enable some moments of collegial 
togetherness to take off and evolve towards a shared purpose, while others remain at the level of 
academic civility, lacking felt substance as truly collegial? Returning to Robert’s case, how might the 
moment of recognition and connection with another tutor – which did not grow into a collegial relation –
be read? 
 
It is important to consider that collegiality, as generative togetherness, does not emerge in a vacuum. 
While ephemeral moments of generative togetherness contribute to the smooth functioning of the 
academy (as Nicholas asserts in his account), they depend on formalised material structures that are (or 
become) associated with certain kinds of collegial formations that, in turn, enable access to resources: 
data, funding, supportive institutional infrastructures and so on. As I argued earlier, collegiality is not 
merely harmonious togetherness in the present – it is generative togetherness that is future-oriented and 
has the potential to be productive. Thus, collegiality can exist in anticipation of something – future 
collaborations, collective initiatives or productive outcomes – all of which require favourable material 
conditions to be actualised. In the majority of cases, for individuals to be able to tap into collegial affective 
infrastructures, they have to be beneficially situated in academic networks and have the ability to mobilise 
institutional resources, to realise the potential that exists in their collegial relations. While an attunement 
to the affective register of collegial relationships is necessary for academics to effectively participate in 
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collegial networks, it is insufficient. In addition to engendering the right kind of togetherness, academics 
also require the capacity to productively summon their collegial relationships. 
 
Alex and Nicholas are extremely well connected to their disciplinary networks and attuned to 
opportunities that arise through them: they know who knows who or who knows what – ‘if you have a 
problem you ring up someone’, says Nicholas. They are able to draw on this knowledge and seamlessly 
insert themselves into information and resource flows that circulate in their networks, in order to 
contribute to a common academic project. I have described in some detail the ease with which both Alex 
and Nicholas mobilise their collegial networks – one minute they are standing around in a conference 
complaining about something, next thing they know, they are in a new research collaboration. Collegial 
relationships depend on individuals’ embeddedness and relative positioning within academic networks, 
particularly in regard to what they can offer – materially or otherwise – to advance shared projects or 
initiatives. 
 
For example, Alex initiates projects by asking interesting questions; she writes well and quickly; and she 
has a good track record of winning grants, which continues to bring tangible material benefits to her 
research collaborations. As is common in her discipline, Alex’s collegial networks are also sustained by 
“taking little data sets from all over the world and putting them together” into global data sets, to answer 
the ‘big picture’ scientific questions about global patterns in her discipline. To do this, Alex must 
collaborate. She “couldn't do it [herself] – to actually gather these tens of thousands, hundreds of 
thousands of [data points] from everywhere”. She routinely spends months, if not years, assembling and 
meticulously cleaning up these data sets, approaching colleagues who have the data she needs, and 
offering them authorship on manuscripts in exchange. Indeed, participation in productive collegial 
relationships requires Alex to not only mobilise her collegial relations, but also her capacity to contribute 
time, expertise and skilful use of resources to ensure that such relations are sustained. 
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In contrast, Robert does not have access to resources that would be deemed valuable by others in his 
academic department, in part due to his casual academic status. In his attempts to establish collegial 
relations, he offers various ‘goods’: for example, he shares his teaching materials and marking sheets with 
others, arranges meetings with research academics in the department to offer his expertise as an industry 
trainer, and spends time in shared staff spaces hoping for fruitful conversations. Yet, there is no sense that 
a connection with Robert would lead to anything beyond what he is currently providing. He is not in a 
position to mobilise further resources or collegial relations. A potentiality that exists in a collegial 
connection is, therefore, extinguished. 
 
As I demonstrate through examining Robert’s case, the status of a casual staff member does not simply 
signify a type of contract. It is an indication of the kind of resources they have at their disposal, including 
connections to others in the academy. Thus, casual academics may be excluded from collegial relations 
within the academy, not only because they are not afforded sufficient space and time to participate in 
daily academic processes, but also because they are unable to summon the relationships or desirable 
material resources that are necessary for a sense of collegiality to emerge. 
 
7.2.6. Forging collegial relations across differences 
In Chapter 6, I explore in detail how in some cases, academic relations are established across differences. 
Indeed, I argued that differences in positioning might even be intentionally sought out; for example, where 
it is anticipated that unusual configurations of different types of knowledges might generate new insights 
(as in interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary initiatives that currently enjoy strategic support in many 
universities). While I have explored the exclusionary aspects of collegiality in previous sections, I now turn 
my attention to “the difference, divergence and differentiation” that various enactments of academic 
togetherness “open up or may open up” (Anderson & Harrison, 2010, p. 22). 
 
In this section, I examine two interview accounts  – Alex’s and Michelle’s – to explore the ways that 
collegial attunements can be achieved across differences. Michelle’s work is in a sustainability-related field, 
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where she frequently leads collaborative projects involving multiple sectors: governments, communities, 
universities and industry partners. 
 
Michelle’s account features numerous examples of extensive and deliberate efforts to forge generative 
togetherness in her transdisciplinary collaborations. Much of her work takes place in developing countries, 
with and for unprivileged communities – with “people who are, on a daily basis, trying to improve the 
situations that they're in” – exploring ways for such communities to sustain basic infrastructures. Michelle 
mostly works with governments and industries to generate new academic knowledge that benefits 
communities, governments and industry partners. 
 
Michelle is mindful that in her work she is creating new relational configurations that previously did not 
exist. The way Michelle sees it, part of her role as an academic and a project leader is to carefully piece 
together a new web of relationships, so that a context for investigation can be established. She talks about 
creating a project as “weav[ing] from the communities, through local government, up to national 
government and back down again in order to have influence at all those levels”. In Michelle’s view, these 
projects “work much better if [she] can bring people to a point of having a degree of openness to other 
ways of viewing the world and respect for other views”. She actively works on achieving a sense of 
togetherness within her project groups. This involves cultivating her own interest in, and willingness to, 
listen to others’ perspectives – to learn from, and be shaped by, what is encountered. 
 
Michelle selects her collaborators not only on the basis of their academic expertise, but also on her 
judgement of who has access to resources or is already working in this space and who has a stake in the 
matter. The stakeholders and external partners Michelle works with on these projects must also see some 
value in a collaboration. Partners do not participate in research projects just for the sake of it – the 
outcomes are not only for the academy. Therefore, Michelle works hard to navigate their expectations to 
keep her projects going – everyone must be willing to spend time and effort on these collaborations. 
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In one of her recent projects, Michelle chose to work with a particular non-governmental organisation 
(NGO). She made an “assessment” early on “that they had a really sound base and if they had a bit more 
support and a bit more capacity and access to other connections it could be a really powerful force for 
change”. While promising, this collaboration has had its own challenges. The NGO was “mostly engineers”, 
not quite on board with the case study approach that Michelle was proposing, to the point where they 
nearly withdrew from the project. Rather than sidestepping the issues or abandoning the relationship, 
Michelle negotiated through their difference in perspectives. To “air out a whole bunch of stuff that had 
happened along the way” she went for “a very long, quite repetitive, walk with a key person in the NGO”: 
 
[The NGO people] had some very strict ideas about this: ‘this is how you do stuff and it should be 
numbers based, so large numbers, surveys, blah, blah, blah’. Through that process of clearing the 
air and working out where our various perceptions had gone astray, we were able to work out a 
bit of a different path forward, and they could start to see that there might be some value in this 
project. By the end of it, they asked us to run a week-long training event for their global staff. So 
we went from being of no value in this project whatsoever to running this global training program 
for their staff about what had come out of this research. 
 
The connections that Michelle forges are risky. She does not always have the opportunity to work with 
people she knows, or go into safe territories she is familiar with. Michelle accepts the volatility implicit in 
these atypical collegial relations. Her collaborations can go either way: they might lead to unanticipated 
gains or result in wastage of time, resources and effort. When projects get “bogged down”, Michelle works 
around the roadblocks – she pulls some strings, establishes new relationships and finds new pathways 
forward. In Michelle’s account, collegial relationships are not a given and they are not always easy or 
smooth. She describes working through fallouts and projects that are nearly breaking, as well as setbacks 
due to international issues beyond their control. She actively tries to keep the collaborations together. Part 
of Michelle’s mission is to educate the sector. She does not necessarily seek easy collaborations. 
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In contrast, Alex’s work revolves around scientific questions and the integrity of data sets that she 
assembles. She collaborates with people in various locations, but her focus is on collecting the data – not 
on understanding the needs of her collaborators. She describes her fly-in fly-out experiences with the first 
large global collaboration she has led: 
 
I was travelling around the world for two years, and I wouldn't even look up what I was going to 
encounter in a place. I remember getting off the plane in [one country] and going, it looks like 
[another country] here. No idea what the [field sites] of [this country] might be. I was just doing so 
many sites. I was just moving from one to the next to the next. I didn't book accommodation, I just 
got on a plane and flew somewhere and arrived and sorted it out when I got there. 
 
In this project, Alex worked hard on establishing the consistency in data, training the local staff in the 
protocols of data collection by showing them how to do it in person – “otherwise people tend to go, oh 
but I'll do it this way, it makes more sense here. You just can't”. A part of the reason for her travel was also 
motivating her collaborators and “mak[ing] it clear to them that they were part of a big, cool thing that 
was going to go somewhere”. The relationships Alex was able to establish (or not) affected where her data 
was collected. For instance, she was not able to find many collaborators in Africa, and therefore her 
project had relatively few sites there. Alex also describes some difficult relational dynamics she 
encountered with one older male collaborator in China, who was used to more hierarchical ways of 
working and “really hated being told what to do”. Alex had to insist on doing things “her way” because it 
was standard project methodology, which “was the whole point of running this global project”, yet that 
“really offended him”. It was “too awkward” for Alex and she “just wouldn't set up another collaboration 
with him” again. 
 
It is important to acknowledge that Alex’s and Michelle’s commitments to academic projects are different 
in many respects. In order to contribute to the discipline of science, Alex is dedicated to the integrity of the 
data and scientific method, whereas Michelle is driven by the overall aspirational moral purpose of her 
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work, helping her to produce site-specific knowledge. Moreover, Michelle’s collaborative networks depend 
on her ability to mobilise grant funding, so that projects can be carried out. Her research centre is not 
funded by the university: “the business model is kind of like a consulting organisation to some extent in 
that we bid for work and we also bid for research grants”. In her project-dependent work, relevance to 
stakeholders, funding bodies and governments is of prime importance. It requires her to constantly work 
on the balance between her research interests and outcomes, and the tangible deliverables for 
communities or stakeholders she is engaged with. 
 
While it might be entirely appropriate for Alex to “drop” difficult people or non-responsive sites from her 
data sets, it is interesting to consider how the ability of individuals to establish and carry out collegial 
relationships might affect the kind of knowledge that is possible to produce, even in scientific contexts. 
Whereas Alex treats the relational difficulties she encounters as “glitches” or “errors” that can be 
“dropped” and need not be revisited, Michelle just assumes that working through conflict or disagreement 
in her collaborations is part of the academic work she does, in order to produce the outcomes that are of 
value to communities she engages with. Attunement in Michelle’s project is “an effect of work” (p. 21), yet 
for her the “labour to be in tune with others” (Ahmed, 2014, p. 21) does not appear to be arduous or 
demeaning. Returning to Ahmed’s (2014) suggestion that attunement, and thus collegiality, is a matter of 
precedence, it is clear that by situating openness to others’ perspectives at the centre of her 
collaborations, Michelle consciously works to remove a sense of precedence in her projects. By reducing 
the expectation that others will need to attune to an existing relational configuration, Michelle creates a 
space where the labour of attunement is more evenly distributed and can be achieved through dialogue 
and negotiation. 
 
7.3. Concluding reflections 
I show in this chapter that collegiality as generative togetherness relies on the ability of individuals to 
attune to their academic environments. In addition, it depends on their capacity to mobilise material or 
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relational resources for these relations to be productively realised. I also argue that collegial relations are 
typically established on the basis of affinity, building on the types of relationships that have already been 
experienced, along the lines of sameness or similarity. 
 
Thinking about collegiality through non-representational and affect theories, we can begin to consider how 
inequalities are entangled with idealised notions of academic work, including expectations for collegiality 
that require others to attune to the affective register in the right way. Such exclusionary effects do not 
(only) arise from structural injustices in universities; they are also enacted by a multiplicity of unwitting 
actors through everyday academic practices. By tracing the movement of affects through relational 
configurations in academic contexts, I show how academic practices, in addition to external structural 
forces, can be implicated in privileging certain academic dispositions, while preventing others who differ 
from the academic norm from succeeding in the academy. 
 
Conceptualising collegiality as emergent from enactments of academic practice raises some questions 
about the ways we enact academic practices today. If effortless attunement is positioned as an ideal 
collegial relation, forging relationships across differences in academic work might feel tedious or stifling. 
Unconventional collaborations necessarily require the labour of attunement that can be seen as 
undesirable or even unnecessary. Yet, through Michelle’s case, I demonstrate that such labour can be 
more evenly distributed and rendered meaningful, by shifting the attention away from the “fun”, ease or 
productivity of academic relations to responsibility and purpose of academic work as it relates to the 
broader society and the world. 
 
This reading of collegiality draws our attention to the types of academic relationality that might be more 
appropriate in a much more diverse academy of today. Further, the academy as a whole is now required to 
demonstrate the social impact of rendering its boundaries with society more permeable. The purpose of 
universities and their relationship to society is discussed by Barnett (2017), who presents a vision for an 
ecological university – an institution that is embedded in and entwined with societal issues, concerns and 
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hopes. Collegiality conceived only in terms of relationships within the academic class in the university as a 
socially engaged institution might, indeed, be “tired and even crippling” (Spiller, 2010, p. 689). What might 
be needed instead are new modes of togetherness that enable us to forge and sustain productive 
relationships across differences. 
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Chapter 8: Rethinking the Collective Purpose of  
Academic Endeavour 
In the previous chapter, I examined collegiality as affective attunement or generative togetherness in 
academic contexts, suggesting that in the changing academy, different forms of productive togetherness 
might be needed. In this final chapter, I outline how the insights from Chapters 5, 6 and 7 contribute to the 
ways collegiality is researched, thought about and practised. I draw attention to the study’s three main 
contributions to knowledge, discuss the limitations of my research, and signal directions for future 
research on collegiality and academic relations more broadly. 
 
8.1 Contribution to higher education research: new readings of collegiality  
I set out to explore how collegiality shaped our understandings of academic work in the contemporary 
higher education landscape. This enquiry stemmed from my observation that scholars writing on 
collegiality tend to focus on collegiality in universities as an unproblematic ‘good thing’. To challenge these 
taken-for-granted notions of collegiality, I embarked on a generative critique intended to open up 
collegiality for further thought. In conversation with postfoundational theorising, I constructed this study 
to explore collegiality by focusing on its effects in academic contexts. Rather than examining the multiple 
meanings of collegiality, this framing allowed me to interrogate the mechanisms that institute and 
maintain certain realities in the contemporary academy.  Drawing on different sets of data, the analysis 
entailed three excursions into theoretical domains. I examined collegiality as a discursive category, a 
practice, and an affective dimension of academic relations. These theory-inspired readings of collegiality 
allowed me to scrutinise the mechanisms through which the collective imaginary of collegiality in 
academic work is constructed, maintained, contested and negotiated. 
 
Situated in critical university studies, this thesis primarily contributes to the broader higher education 
research literature. I wish to highlight three main contributions made by this research. First, this study 
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challenges the status of collegiality as a singular ‘good thing’. By shifting away from considering collegiality 
as a feature of academic life that requires protecting, defending or restoring, this study extends the 
research conversation about changing academic cultures. Through revealing the manifold ways collegiality 
is being used and enacted in contemporary universities, my work proposes that a more productive way to 
grasp collegiality is by exploring its effects, rather than focusing on collegiality as an academic value or 
culture. The second contribution my study offers is that it confronts collegiality’s dependence on similarity. 
By producing a reconfigured picture of academic relations, I draw attention to academic practices that 
seek to work across differences and identify aspects of academic work that tend to be overlooked in 
higher education research. Finally, the third contribution I wish to foreground is an understanding of 
academic relations that gestures to a different kind of academic politics. By opening up collegiality to 
reveal a multiplicity of its possible enactments through everyday micro-practices, I signal that it is these 
practices, rather than a single unitary ideal of collegiality, which have the potential to produce a socially 
just academy. I now elaborate on each of these contributions. 
 
8.1.1 Thinking collegiality through its effects 
Throughout this thesis, I have critiqued the tendency for collegiality to be considered as a singular ‘good 
thing’ that captures something ‘essential’ about academic work. One of the major contributions offered in 
this research is a more nuanced and sophisticated picture of academic relations than the typical portrayal 
of the erosion of collegial values by managerial regimes in the contemporary academy.  
 
This understanding of collegiality as a manifold phenomenon implies that as researchers and workers in 
higher education, we should exercise some criticality when collegiality is called upon in academic contexts. 
While collegiality as a discursive category might capture our aspirations and hopes for the academy – “a 
morality of the present” that “expose[s] current tensions and dilemmas” (Ylijöki, 2005, p. 573) – our 
reliance on collegiality as a singular category is problematic. Downing (2005) sums it up: 
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Collegiality in its best sense has to go hand in hand with solidarity […]. When it functions as a 
mask, collegiality becomes a veneer, a kind of idealized or spiritualized sign that the college and its 
colleagues rise above the mode of production, above material realities in the pursuit of higher 
truths, even as it is being directly used by management to gain more control over very material 
personnel decisions (p. 74). 
 
Indeed, as I have shown in the study, collegiality is a slippery notion that often signifies everything and 
nothing – certain manifestations of it are difficult to pin down as ‘authentic’ or ‘true’. In my analysis, I 
demonstrate that through its circulation in discourses about academic work, collegiality can (and is) being 
co-opted and tactically reinscribed by various players in the academy to achieve different effects. 
However, this lack of a singular meaning for collegiality does not suggest that it is insignificant. As I have 
argued throughout this thesis, through circulation in discourses about academic work, the notion of 
collegiality acts and creates real effects for individuals in academic contexts – it ‘matters’. 
 
Based on this reasoning, I propose that higher education researchers should move away from focusing on 
collegiality itself in our thinking, research and writing (for example, asking how collegiality can be 
preserved, defended or strengthened in academic contexts). Instead, we should examine more closely the 
effects collegiality produces about academic work. This would allow researchers to trace the effects that 
might be desirable (and for whom), and to identify academic practices that have the potential to create or 
strengthen these effects in our everyday work and lives. 
 
8.1.2 Working collegially across difference 
The second significant contribution made by this thesis is the reconstructed picture of academic relations, 
highlighting practices that tend to be overlooked in our thinking and writing on collegiality. Troubling the 
idealised notions of collegiality, I point out that academic collegiality is dependent on the similarity of its 
constituent members as academic experts and peers. This similarity is enacted through systems in which 
academics are conceptualised as equal and interchangeable, with collegial discourses and practices 
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working to smooth over differences so that harmonious relations prevail. I also argue that expectations for 
collegial affinity or generative togetherness require individuals to attune to their academic contexts in the 
right and similar way, in order to accomplish similarity with their peers and to enable productive academic 
work. Through this insight, I show that exclusion is exercised not only via unjust structural arrangements 
within universities, but also through everyday academic practices enacted by a multiplicity of (mostly well-
intentioned) players. Driven by my ethical commitment to advancing the university as a formation that is 
open and inclusive of difference, I pull apart the singular notion of collegiality and map it differently. This 
reconfigured view of academic relations enables me to notice and examine academic practices that seek 
to establish new forms of togetherness across difference. I argue that these collegial practices can be put 
to work to forge a more inclusive and socially just academy. 
 
The traditional collegial (white male) academy dealt with difference in a way that conceptualised 
difference as lying “in the other” (Petersen & Davies, 2010, p. 97). Petersen and Davies (2010) argue that 
this tendency is reproduced in contemporary (neoliberal) universities, where difference is conceptualised 
as “discrete and distinct from the normative subject” (p. 97). “The one who is different is seen as 
potentially dangerous in her difference, needing to be brought within the realm of the same” (Petersen & 
Davies, 2010, p.97). In Chapter 6, I characterised this type of subsumptive orientation to difference in 
collegial practices as the logic of assimilation. The auditable conception of difference which conceptualises 
and operationalises difference as a “useful and exploitable” (Petersen & Davies, 2010, p. 106) is another 
common approach to difference in academic relations. For example, collegial practices that I have 
identified as being governed by the logics of legitimacy, reconfiguration, diversity, innovation and 
redistribution engage with difference as a valuable asset and as a generative force in academic work. Yet 
difference in these practices is brought “into the neoliberal fold” (Petersen & Davies, 2010, p. 98), 
reproducing the familiar and predictable pattern of (unequal) academic relations. 
 
In contrast, collegial practices functioning under the logic of emancipation and transformation, suggest 
that difference in academic practices can be embraced at a qualitatively different level. Indeed, it could be 
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argued that difference in these examples of collegial practices is approached with an openness to 
“emergent possibilities within the multiplicities of being and knowing” (Petersen & Davies, 2010, p. 97), 
akin to the Deleuzian conception of difference. In other words, academics engaged in such practices 
intentionally create new relational configurations that do not depend on “othering through categories and 
categorisation” (Petersen & Davies, 2010, p. 97). Such practices require deliberate relational labour to 
establish togetherness that is not always easy or smooth, yet it creates the conditions for inclusivity 
through which new forms of generative potential in academic work can emerge. 
 
A limitation of this particular contribution is that the significance of difference in academic relations was 
not the starting point in my research, but a discovery that emerged through opening up the notion of 
collegiality and reading it differently. In Chapter 4, I outlined the possibility that the focus on collegiality 
itself in this thesis might have prevented me from engaging with collective academic practices that did not 
use the language of collegiality. At the time of recruiting participants, I did not know that the importance 
of working across differences would emerge as a major insight. As a result, approaches that grapple with 
the concept of difference are not part of the theoretical framework of this thesis, and the notion of 
difference itself remains underconceptualised. My work, however, could form the basis of further research 
exploring the ways that difference unfolds through collegial relations in practical academic contexts, 
including engagement with theories that specifically address the notion of difference. 
 
Further, the claims made in this thesis are limited to the privileged spaces of higher education in the global 
North. At the outset, I did not anticipate that this work would lead me to marginal academic practices – 
those in the periphery of the academy – as holding the potential for reconstructing the university. 
Therefore, further research might specifically explore marginal practices that are sensitive and open to 
difference, perhaps without using the language of collegiality. In the same vein, in Chapter 4 I signalled the 
absence of a consideration of race in this thesis. My understanding of the role of settler colonialism in the 
formation of early universities in New Zealand/Aotearoa and Australia and how that still influences 
academic relations in contemporary universities has emerged as research progressed. Forms of 
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togetherness emerging in universities in the Global South, alternative to typically white (male) collegial 
relations, are likely to provide another rich context for exploration, including the ways that individuals who 
are marginalised on the basis of race interact with an historically white academy. Moreover, relational 
configurations that include indigenous scholars and communities within and beyond the contemporary 
academy could offer examples of practices that hold hope for a different academy (for examples, see 
Archibald, Lee-Morgan, & De Santolo, 2019; Keane, Khupe & Seehawer, 2017; Santos, 2014; Smith, 2013). 
 
Connecting the insights arising from my study to the shifts in the higher education landscape, I argue that 
a consideration of difference in academic work is becoming increasingly important. I draw attention to 
several major trends influencing this change. Firstly, conceptions of expertise in universities are shifting. 
Higher education institutions are already working to establish new academic configurations that include 
non-academic experts (as in collegial practices governed by the logics of reconfiguration and diversity) to 
achieve institutional goals. While some academics might feel uneasy about the claim to expertise by “third 
space professionals” (Whitchurch, 2012, p. 42) such as educational designers, librarians or learning 
support experts, it is already the case that practices involving non-academic experts are becoming more 
commonplace in universities. With pressures for universities to improve and streamline their ‘services’ in 
order to stay competitive in the global higher education marketplace, the importance of non-academic 
specialists in auxiliary roles is likely to increase. 
 
One concern in the academic community is that the new language of ‘partnership’ and ‘collaboration’ 
circulated through institutional enhancement initiatives might diminish the importance of collegiality and 
unravel the existing relational fabric within universities. Acknowledging these concerns, I would welcome 
further research that moves beyond the focus on threats to collegiality to that which examines how 
differences are dealt with in such new relational configurations. The inclusion of various types of expertise 
has the potential to make disciplinary boundaries more permeable and expand the diversity of knowledges 
in circulation in the academy. It can also legitimise forms of knowledge production other than disciplinary 
research. Further work might well be conducted to explore the new possibilities opened up by these shifts. 
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A second feature that I wish to highlight is the requirement to demonstrate the social impact of academic 
work. As I argue in Chapter 7, with the increasing importance placed on knowledge that is collaborative, 
pragmatic, driven by social and economic concerns and developed in the contexts of application (Polk, 
2015), there is also more recognition that knowledge is shaped by the sociomaterial configurations that 
produce it. Being mindful of the requirement for universities to demonstrate social impact and 
engagement in research assessment exercises as in the UK and Australian contexts, the reliance on 
collegial similarity between academics as peers and equals to produce academic work seems problematic. 
Assuming that the academic practices involved working across differences will become more highly valued 
in universities, including communities outside universities, further research is needed that can interrogate 
the forms of togetherness required to facilitate productive relations across differences. 
 
Finally, the questions about similarity and difference that I have raised speak to concerns about the 
casualisation of the academic workforce – another pervasive trend in contemporary universities. The way 
that the academic system systematically excludes categories of staff from collegial participation is only a 
minor sub-theme in literature on collegiality. Alleman et al.’s (2017) definition of collegiality as belonging 
to the collegium highlights that access to collegial rights and responsibilities tends to be granted on the 
basis of the formal status of academics determined by an employment contract. As Alleman et al. (2017) 
suggest, we should ask ourselves whether we are satisfied with granting collegial rights and responsibilities 
only to a subset of academics (those in permanent full-time positions), especially given the porous 
boundaries of universities today. 
 
In my exploration of marginal collegial practices that engaged with difference as a generative force, 
academic precarity was a constant undertone and was frequently the main motivation for establishing 
alternative relational configurations outside formal academic structures. In the absence of an academic 
contract and access to a collegium, the category and structures of collegiality were simply not available to 
those seeking a “foothold”, “a stable place on the academic rock face” (Charteris et al., 2016, p. 37). Such 
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inequalities were not only the result of structural injustices, they were also the result of the ways that 
collegiality was practically enacted in academic contexts. Yet even in such seemingly dire circumstances, 
new relational configurations (albeit transient ones) emerged, as in collegial practices governed by the 
logic of emancipation. These academic relations arose from pragmatic concerns utilising whatever means 
were easily (and freely) available; they were reliant on voluntary labour, and united by a commitment to a 
shared academic purpose, rather than adherence to collegiality as a high academic ideal. If we were to 
take a particularly bleak view of possible university futures, I suggest that such transient collegial 
formations might be the ‘new collegiality’ that is better suited to these precarious times. Additional 
research is needed to more fully investigate these marginal collegial practices, in order to explore whether 
and how they could work against the tide of casualisation. A specific focus on academic practices that does 
not rely on the similarity of status in collegial relations (or deliberately works against such similarity) could 
be a starting point for such new research. 
 
My examination of the undesirable exclusionary effects of collegiality in this thesis does not necessarily 
suggest “that we should simply jettison the values that the term collegiality is meant to express” (Spiller, 
2010, p. 689). A number of scholars writing on collegiality argue that it could be taken apart and 
reassembled differently to serve those working in the contemporary academy better – “if the nature of the 
academic profession is in flux, then so too will be the nature of the collegium and collegiality” (Alleman et 
al., 2017, p. 89): 
 
Scholars must take on the task of disentangling those aspects that are fairly meritorious and do 
the difficult work of reseating collegiality within a framework of expertise that is inclusive of 
employment and demographic difference (Alleman et al., 2017, p. 9). 
 
My study aims to loosen up our thinking and to stimulate more fluid conceptions of collegiality that are 
inclusive of difference. In the next section, I explore the implications of such a critique, including a 
proposal for a new kind of academic politics. 
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8.1.3 What kind of politics is possible in academic collectives? 
The third significant contribution of this research recognises the political role that collegiality could play (if 
any) in the fractured and precarious academy of today. Many scholars highlight academics’ own complicity 
in their subjugation. Some authors argue that seduced by the promise of individual success, academics 
align their efforts with institutional priorities, rather than pursuing a higher calling in academic work (Gill, 
2016; Leathwood & Read, 2013; Ruth, 2008). As I have shown in my examination of the ‘movements of 
concern’, the ‘big C’ collegiality is imagined as a “unifying conception” (Rowland, 2008, p. 358) that can 
counteract individualism in universities by placing trust and collaboration rather than competition at the 
centre of the collective academic endeavour. 
 
Extending the line of reasoning that I have developed in this thesis, I argue that our reliance on the ‘big C’ 
collegiality is unhelpful because it glosses over the unequal positionings and the complex ways that 
academic lives unfold in universities. Indeed, the call for unity and solidarity under the guise of collegiality 
as a single ideal, presumes a uniformity in academics’ positionings and aspirations. As the basis for political 
organising, collegiality is simply presupposed to be there as an “abundantly clear” (Cirillo, 2005, p. 46) 
mode of togetherness. As I show in Chapter 7, not everybody or every body is able to tap into collegial 
infrastructures – structurally, materially or affectively. In one sense, these types of unspecific calls for unity 
in the name of collegiality can be seen as ideological responses to experiences of “dislocation” (Glynos & 
Howarth, 2007, p. 42). While these types of responses assert the commitment of academics to the 
collective endeavour, they simultaneously preclude participation by those who are differently positioned 
in the academy. 
 
Through this study, I have identified collegial practices governed by the logic of emancipation and 
transformation as alternative and more ethical responses to challenges in the contemporary academy. 
These practices recognise academic configurations as implicitly contingent. It might be argued that these 
types of practices do not seem to address or eliminate the wrongs imposed on individuals by the academic 
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system; that is, they do not challenge the positioning of casual academic staff as separate from the 
academic class, structurally and affectively. Instead, these marginal collegial practices create alternative 
relational structures of support. In this way, academics’ attention is diverted to everyday survival, rather 
than contesting the unjust structures in the academy. 
 
By working with the notion of affirmative politics proposed by Braidotti (2013), I suggest that even these 
fragmented, disparate and seemingly apolitical collegial practices could play a role in forging more hopeful 
futures for the academy. Informed by my research, I present a reframed picture of academic relations in 
the vignette that follows. 
 
Vignette – a university soirée 
Out of breath, I run up the stairs to the third gathering that brings people together from across 
the university. This soirée is hosted by a research centre that explores antimicrobial resistance. 
We all stand in the foyer as the speaker invites us to “ask the fish”, seeking answers to the most 
challenging questions facing the world today. Teary-eyed, she explains that the phrase comes 
from Leroy Little Bear, an indigenous scholar from Canada, who suggests that the fish must know 
what is required for survival, since they were around since “way before the dinosaurs, way before 
the Neanderthals, way before our time” (Little Bear, 2016). I look around and I can see a couple of 
Faculty Deans in the audience. The Deputy Vice-Chancellor is here, as well as academics, 
researchers and students from across the university. This is our third time, gathering together. 
Each time we meet at a different place at the university to hear about other academics’ work and 
immerse ourselves in their worlds. 
 
Tonight we are asked to think about what we can bring to the table in response to the threat of 
antimicrobial resistance. We sit in groups and talk – current students, academics, scientists from 
the centre hosting us, and the top brass of the university. It feels unusual to be sitting at the table 
with the Deans, but not uncomfortable. I wonder if the senior academics feel more uneasy about 
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this configuration than I do. At our table we identify the lack of a commitment to the ‘social’ as 
the major flaw in our responses to antimicrobial resistance. Individualisation, decentralisation and 
diminished opportunities for collective responses means that we are all on our own to make 
decisions about the use of antibiotics. But it is clear that the problem cannot be addressed 
individually – it is something that requires a collective global response. We hear from other tables 
where similar ideas circulate. 
 
On this occasion, we do not complain about the unfair expectations imposed on us by university 
management or exploitative academic practices, although the pressures of academic life weigh on 
us. We recognise the destructive effects of individualisation in all spheres of life, well outside of 
the academy. We try to imagine what we could do from our privileged positions in the academy, 
harnessing the relational resources that we possess. Collegiality is felt in the room, as we look 
outwards to the world together. The discussion is not about academic life; this is academic life. 
 
There is no expectation for outcomes, and at the conclusion of the evening we do not commit to 
any actions (other than coming together again). Momentarily, we simply immerse ourselves into 
thinking about the world with others. We care, we cry, we want to “ask the fish” about how to go 
about it all. 
 
The time runs out and we have to leave. We talk as we go down the stairs. 
 
Similar to the conference panel which opens this thesis, this university soirée is a common occurrence of 
academics coming together in universities. On the one hand, the soirée can be interpreted as a ‘remade’ 
version of a golden age of the academy, when academics had time to unhurriedly contemplate important 
issues and debate them with colleagues. On the other hand, this event shows how the academy is now 
vastly transformed. It demonstrates how these types of university events can bring together individuals 
from across status and disciplinary differences and invite them to weave their perspectives into the fabric 
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of the collective. It also shows how indigenous knowledges now feature alongside scientific research in 
universities, inspiring, moving and challenging academics to think differently. 
 
Braidotti (2013) argues that it is only through enactments of daily practices that “possible futures” (p. 191) 
can be brought about: 
 
the conditions for renewed political and ethical agency […] have to be generated affirmatively and 
creatively by efforts geared to creating possible futures, by mobilizing resources and visions that 
have been left untapped and by actualizing them in daily practices of interconnection with others 
(p. 191). 
 
This articulation of affirmative politics suggests that “sustainable transformations” (p. 192) can emerge 
within the academy through “ordinary micro-practices” and “collective projects aimed at the affirmation 
of hope” (Braidotti, 2013, p. p.192). Similarly, Readings (1996) invites us to assemble new realities “with 
what we have at hand” (p. 171), as a pathway forward for universities as “ruined institutions” (p. 171). 
 
The instance of collegiality depicted in the above vignette suggests how “what we have at hand” 
(Readings, 1996, p. 171) can be put to work to open up “emergent possibilities within the multiplicities of 
being and knowing” (Petersen & Davies, 2010, p. 97). The new relational configuration that emerges at the 
soirée carries a yet unknown potential – it might grow and flourish, but it might not lead to anything 
either. For a fleeting moment, it is not focused on measurable outcomes, performance indicators, grant 
money or the status of people at the table. It is neither the prestige nor expertise that circulate through 
academic connections, rather, care and a desire to do things differently. The social is at the heart of what 
is being explored, and the collective concern does not stop at the boundaries of the academy. 
 
It is important to consider how these types of indeterminate and seemingly unproductive academic 
practices sit within the wider landscape of higher education. Institutional imperatives are implicated in the 
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kind of relational work that gets done (or not done) in contemporary universities. With increasingly risk-
averse institutional climates and outcomes-driven conceptions of academic work, the consequences of 
failure or unproductive use of time become more damaging to academics. The demand to be continually 
successful and prolific drives outcomes-oriented practices that rely on routine and predictability. While 
appearing to be apolitical, the soirée could be seen as a “collective project […] aimed at the affirmation of 
hope” (Braidotti, 2013, p. 192). By engaging with the unknown and difference - although without explicitly 
naming its purpose - this collective project probes how things could be done differently in today’s 
(neoliberal / enterprise / performative / broken) academy. 
 
Building on Braidotti’s (2013) articulation of affirmative politics, I argue for an academic politics grounded 
in ‘small c’ collegial practices. If collegiality is thought of as a property of an academic system that emerges 
through iterations, it becomes possible to explore how certain ‘slants’ of collegiality can be strengthened 
or weakened through performances of everyday academic practices. By noticing where and how particular 
types of academic relations emerge, we can begin to identify certain conditions and dispositions that 
create opportunities for plurality to emerge. This reconfigured conception of collegiality opens up new 
avenues for thinking about how a collective purpose emerges through our everyday micro-practices and 
interactions. While it might not be possible to start a revolution on the basis of these types of collegial 
practices, they might create the conditions for a different academy to emerge by working with “what we 
have at hand” (Readings, 1996, p. 171). The “necessary failure” (Lather, 1997, p. 300) of this reading of 
collegiality is that it advances a politics that puts fragility and uncertainty at its very core; yet this might be 
precisely the politics needed to create the academy that is more inclusive and socially just. 
 
8.2 Concluding remarks 
Even in the final stages of research, my iterative reading of collegiality lures me into new conceptual areas 
outside the scope of this study. I think about the alternative readings of collegiality that did not make it 
into this thesis, and the trajectories in which this research could have unfolded. I ponder upon the 
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inevitable slippages and the unwelcome return to the familiar forms of academic writing, despite my 
attempt to work with a postfoundational sensibility. But I also reflect on the enormity of the intellectual 
journey I undertook. The closing off of this work feels temporary and artificial. While the thesis itself is 
finished – I present the opening, the analysis and the closing – it is a temporary pause, as I pursue new 
conceptual trajectories opened up by this work. 
 
I began this thesis with an aspiration to produce a generative critique of collegiality that “multiply[ies], not 
judgments, but signs of existence” by “drag[ing] them from their sleep – bear[ing] the lightning of possible 
storms” (Foucault, 1997a, p. 323). I hope the work of opening up further ways of thinking about collegiality 
is carried on by the reader. By ‘plugging in’ their own selves and readings of collegiality, I invite the reader 
to extend, quarrel with or produce alternatives to what is presented here. In this way, I hope that the work 
of re-reading collegiality is ongoing. 
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Dear x, 
 
We are writing to invite you to participate in research study exploring the role of collegiality in academic 
work. 
 
We are inviting academics that have a public reputation for demonstrating collegial practices and 
behaviours in a range of ways through their research, teaching and community engagement, to participate 
in this study. 
 
Through your engagement in [INSERT SPECIFIC CONTEXT/INITIATIVE] we became aware about [INSERT 
SPECIFIC COLLEGIAL CONTRIBUTION/PRACTICE]. We would welcome your participation in the study 
intended to explore your leadership in, and experiences of, collegiality in your academic context. 
 
Attached is a Participant Information Statement (PIS) outlining the details of the study. The PIS describes 
the aims of the study, and includes important information about what is involved in consenting to 
participate. The main commitment we are asking for is your participation in an audio-recorded 60-90 
minute interview. 
 
The study is conducted by Dr Tai Peseta and Ms Giedre Kligyte (PhD Candidate) from The University of 
Sydney. The research will form the basis of Ms Giedre Kligyte’s doctoral research at The University of 
Sydney under the supervision of Dr Tai Peseta and Professor Simon Barrie. 
 
We are seeking to finalise the interview schedule as soon as possible. We would welcome a response from 
you before [INSERT DATE]. 
 
Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact Giedre Kligyte at giedre.kligyte@sydney.edu.au. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Dr Tai Peseta 
Room 234, Level 2 South, Fisher Library F03 
The University of Sydney  
NSW 2006 AUSTRALIA 
Telephone: +61 2 9351 5812 
Facsimile:  +61 2 9351 4331 
Email: tai.peseta@sydney.edu.au 
Web: http://www.sydney.edu.au/ 
 
Ms Giedre Kligyte 
Faculty of Education & Social Work 
Level 2 South, Fisher Library F03 
The University of Sydney 
NSW 2006 AUSTRALIA 
Telephone: +61 44 914 6452 
Facsimile:  +61 2 9351 4331 
Email: giedre.kligyte@sydney.edu.au 
Web: http://www.sydney.edu.au/ 
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 SIMON BARRIE 
 Professor 
 
GIEDRE KLIGYTE 
PhD Candidate 
Room 230, Level 2 South, Fisher Library  F03 
The University of Sydney  
NSW 2006 AUSTRALIA 
Telephone:   +61 2 9351 5812 
Facsimile:    +61 2 9351 4331 
Email: simon.barrie@sydney.edu.au 
Web:   http://www.sydney.edu.au/ 
 
 
The role of collegiality in academic work 
 
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION STATEMENT 
 
(1) What is the study about? 
 
You are invited to participate in a research project on the role of collegiality in academic work. The 
study explores how the idea of collegiality in academic work is constructed, maintained, contested, 
and negotiated, and how it shapes academics’ collective perceptions, attitudes, and approaches to 
changes in Higher Education sector. For further information please visit the project website: 
http://collegialitystudy.wordpress.com/ 
 
(2) Who is carrying out the study? 
 
The study is conducted by Dr Tai Peseta, and Ms Giedre Kligyte (PhD Candidate), from the Faculty of 
Education and Social Work at The University of Sydney. The research will form the basis of Ms Giedre 
Kligyte’s doctoral research at The University of Sydney under the supervision of Dr Tai Peseta and 
Professor Simon Barrie. 
 
(3) Who can participate in the research? 
 
We are inviting academics who have a public reputation for demonstrating collegial practices and 
collegial behaviours in a range of ways in their research, teaching and community engagement, to 
participate in this study. 
 
(4) What does the study involve? 
 
You are invited to participate in an individual semi-structured interview (approx. 60-90mins). It is 
expected that the interview will take place at your local university site or via teleconference at a time 
mutually agreed upon. The interview will cover a range of topics related to collegial practices in 
academic work, and your experiences of being involved in and leading research, teaching and 
community engagement work in your academic context. Interviews will be audio-recorded and 
transcribed verbatim.  
 
(5) Can I withdraw from the study? 
 
Participation in this research is entirely your choice. Should you choose not to participate, it will not 
affect your relationship with The University of Sydney. 
 
(6) Will anyone else know the results? 
 
The personal details of participants will be strictly confidential and only the researchers will have 
access to this information. It is anticipated that academics’ broad disciplinary area will be identified as 
part of the study’s dissemination and that the university contexts will be referred to only by their 
institutional characteristics: type, size, etc. This research will form the basis for Giedre Kligyte’s PhD 
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thesis and reports of the study may be submitted for publication, but individual participants will not be 
identifiable in such reports. 
 
(7) Will the study benefit me? 
 
Given the changing nature of higher education, many people who work in universities find it beneficial 
to think and talk about how they perceive and approach their work, and what influences their views on 
aspects of it (e.g. collegiality).  
 
(8) What if I require further information about the study or my involvement in it? 
 
Please read this Information Statement and be sure you understand its contents before you consent to 
participate.  If there is anything you do not understand, or you have questions, please contact the 
research team at giedre.kligyte@sydney.edu.au or by telephoning +61 449146452.  
 
(9) What if I have a complaint or any concerns? 
 
Any person with concerns or complaints about the conduct of a research study can contact The 
Manager, Human Ethics Administration, University of Sydney on +61 2 8627 8176 (Telephone); +61 2 
8627 8177 (Facsimile) or ro.humanethics@sydney.edu.au (Email). 
 
Please print and keep a copy of this Information Statement and Consent Form. 
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  SIMON BARRIE 
 Professor 
 
GIEDRE KLIGYTE 
PhD Candidate 
Room 230, Level 2 South, Fisher Library  F03 
The University of Sydney  
NSW 2006 AUSTRALIA 
Telephone:   +61 2 9351 5814 
Facsimile:    +61 2 9351 4331 
Email: simon.barrie@sydney.edu.au 
Web:   http://www.sydney.edu.au/ 
 
 
The role of collegiality in academic work 
 
PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM 
 
I, ...........................................................................................[PRINT NAME], give consent to my 
participation in the research project 
 
TITLE: The role of collegiality in academic work 
 
In giving my consent I acknowledge that: 
 
1. The procedures required for the project and the time involved have been explained to me, and 
any questions I have about the project have been answered to my satisfaction. 
 
2. I have read the Participant Information Statement and have been given the opportunity to 
discuss the information and my involvement in the project with the researcher/s. 
 
3. I understand that being in this study is completely voluntary – I am not under any obligation to 
consent. 
 
4. I understand that my involvement is strictly confidential. I understand that any research data 
gathered from the results of the study may be published however no information about me will 
be used in any way that is identifiable. 
 
5. I understand that I can withdraw from the study at any time, without affecting my relationship 
with the researcher(s) or the University of Sydney now or in the future. 
 
6. I understand that I can stop my participation in the group discussion at any time if I do not wish 
to continue; however in a group discussion it will not be possible to exclude individual data to 
that point. 
 
7. I consent to audio-recording of the interview. 
 
 
 
 .................................... ................................................... 
Signature  
 
 
 ................................... .................................................... 
Please PRINT name 
 
....................................................................................... 
Date 
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Indicative semi-structured interview questions 
 
 
I have approached you because of your involvement in [INSERT INITIATIVE]. Could you tell me more about 
it? 
 
What drives your initiative / why are you involved in this practice? What is the purpose of it? 
 
Who else does this practice involve? How do you make decisions about engaging others, i.e. colleagues, 
students (or not)? 
 
Could you tell me more about what is it like to be an academic in [CONTEXT], and what ‘typical’ academic 
work looks like in your context? Does this specific practice reflect the way things are done in your 
disciplinary or workplace context or is it somewhat unusual? How does your practice fit in within this 
context? 
 
Why do you think you have (or this initiative has) a public reputation for collegiality? 
 
How did you come about to develop this practice? 
• How does it reflect your own values and views about what academic work is or should be? 
• Were there any external circumstances, or were you in a particular environment at some point in your 
career, that led you to develop it? 
• Were you influenced by some individuals / role models along the way? Can you tell me more about it? 
 
Have you encountered barriers in the process of developing this practice? Can you tell me what happened 
and how you went about overcoming them? 
 
Would you identify this practice as collegial? Have you thought about it in terms of collegiality? 
 
How has your academic practice been influenced more generally by broader changes to the higher 
education context? How has this particular practice been affected? 
 
How does your broader academic practice, and this practice more specifically, connect to the ‘rest of the 
world’ – industry / commercial world, university management, students, community? 
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RESEARCH INTEGRITY 
Human Research Ethics Committee 
Web: http://sydney.edu.au/ethics/ 
Email: ro.humanethics@sydney.edu.au 
 
Address for all correspondence: 
Level 6, Jane Foss Russell Building - G02 
The University of Sydney 
NSW 2006 AUSTRALIA 
 
 
Manager Human Ethics 
Dr Margaret Faedo 
T: +61 2 8627 8176 
E: margaret.faedo @sydney.edu.au 
 
Human Ethics Secretariat: 
Ms Karen Greer  T: +61 2  8627 8171 E: karen.greer@sydney.edu.au 
Ms Patricia Engelmann T: +61 2  8627 8172 E: patricia.engelmann@sydney.edu.au 
Ms Kala Retnam T: +61 2  8627 8173 E: kala.retnam@sydney.edu.au 
 
 ABN 15 211 513 464 CRICOS 00026A 
 
 
Ref:  SA/JM 
 
15th March 2012 
 
A/Prof Simon Barrie   
Institute for Learning and Teaching 
The University of Sydney 
simon.barrie@sydney.edu.au 
 
 
 
Dear A/Prof Barrie, 
 
I am pleased to inform you that the Human Research Ethics Committee (HREC) approved your 
protocol entitled “The Role of Collegiality in Academic Work” at its Low Risk Executive Committee 
meeting held on March 14th, 2012. 
 
Details of the approval are as follows: 
 
Protocol No.:  14641 
 
Approval Date:  15th March 2012  
 
First Annual Report Due: 31 March 2013  
 
Authorised Personnel: A/Prof. Simon Barrie 
   Ms Giedre Kligyte 
    
 
Documents Approved:  
 
Document Version Number Date 
Participation information statement 1 Submitted 
2/3/12 
Consent form 1 Submitted 
2/3/12 
Questionnaire 1 Submitted 
2/3/12 
Recruitment advertisement 1 Submitted 
2/3/12 
   
 
HREC approval is valid for four (4) years from the approval date stated in this letter and is granted 
pending the following conditions being met: 
 
Special Condition/s of Approval 
 
The HREC Executive Committee approved the application in the absence of ethical 
objections and on the basis of satisfactory scientific merit.  The application received a 
Category A, with the following condition/s  
 Page 2 of 2 
 
x Please confirm that the researchers will comply with their obligations under the 
Telecommunications Act 1997 (Cth) and Listening Devices Act 1984 (NSW) and have 
read the guidelines set out on the website;  
http://sydney.edu.au/research_support/ethics/human/legislation.shtml 
x Please correct the typographical error on the first line in point (8) of the Participant 
information statement 
x Please provide final URL link to the survey for our records. 
 
Condition/s of Approval 
 
x Continuing compliance with the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Research Involving 
Humans.  
 
x Provision of an annual report on this research to the Human Research Ethics Committee from 
the approval date and at the completion of the study. Failure to submit reports will result in 
withdrawal of ethics approval for the project.  
 
x All serious and unexpected adverse events should be reported to the HREC within 72 hours. 
 
x All unforeseen events that might affect continued ethical acceptability of the project should be 
reported to the HREC as soon as possible. 
 
x Any changes to the protocol including changes to research personnel must be approved by 
the HREC by submitting a Modification Form before the research project can proceed.  
 
Chief Investigator / Supervisor’s responsibilities: 
 
1. You must retain copies of all signed Consent Forms (if applicable) and provide these to the HREC 
on request. 
 
2. It is your responsibility to provide a copy of this letter to any internal/external granting agencies if 
requested. 
 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact Research Integrity (Human Ethics) should you require further 
information or clarification. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Dr Stephen Assinder 
 
cc. Giedre Kligyte  
  
 
 
 
This HREC is constituted and operates in accordance with the National Health and Medical 
Research Council’s (NHMRC) National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research 
(2007), NHMRC and Universities Australia Australian Code for the Responsible Conduct of 
Research (2007) and the CPMP/ICH Note for Guidance on Good Clinical Practice. 
 
1Human Ethics
To: Simon Barrie
Cc: gkli6323@uni.sydney.edu.au
Subject:  2012/598 - Response to existing application form outcome
Attachments: Barrie.pdf
 
Dear Associate Professor Barrie 
 
Project Title: Title: The role of collegiality in academic work Protocol No: 14641  
 
Project No: 2012/598 
 
Thank you for providing documentation addressing the following special conditions of approval: 
1. Please confirm that the researchers will comply with their obligations under the Telecommunications Act 1997 (Cth) 
and Listening Devices Act 1984 (NSW) and have read the guidelines set out on the website; 
http://sydney.edu.au/research_support/ethics/human/legislation.shtml 
2. Please correct the typographical error on the first line in point (8) of the Participant information statement 3. Please 
provide final URL link to the survey for our records. 
 
I am pleased to advise that these conditions have now been met. You are reminded of the ongoing conditions and 
responsibilities of the Chief Investigator / Supervisor as outlined in our letter of approval (attached). 
 
 
Regards, 
Human Ethics Administration 
The University of Sydney 
